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This study investigated Career and Technical Centers in Michigan and their
teachers’ and principals’ perceptions of their teacher evaluation systems which include a
student growth mandate. CTE center teachers and principals were asked to provide their
perceptions on how well their teacher evaluation systems provide information to improve
teaching and learning. Differences between teachers and principals were explored.
The study was quantitative in design using survey research to obtain perceptions
of CTE center teachers and principals. The data collection tool utilized a Likert scale
moving from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Open-ended questions provided system
quality information from respondents. Demographic data was also investigated.
Quantitative analysis, including frequency, descriptive statistics, analysis of variance, and
regression were employed for analysis.
Principals and teachers from 37 CTE centers in Michigan were invited to
participate in the survey, with 201 (26.6%) responding. Over 90% of the respondents
were teachers.
Frequency and descriptive statistics revealed the perceptions of the teacher
evaluation system used in their CTE centers were not perceived by teachers as an
effective teacher evaluation tool, with means of 44 of the 68 content questions at or
below the midpoint of the scale. Perceptions of the evaluation system by the principals
were perceived as effective, with means of 30 of the 34 content questions at or above the

midpoint of the scale. Statistical differences between teachers an faculty were identified,
with the principals’ perception significantly more positive in all categories. Various
input variables were found to be predictors of perceptions of teachers’ performances.
The results of this study suggest that both teachers and principals agree the
evaluation system used in their CTE centers is not a tool to better specifically diagnose
teaching and learning. There is, however, a significant difference in perception between
teachers and principals on how effective their individual evaluation is.
Recommendations for improvements to the CTE teacher evaluation system are
provided.

Copyright by
Michael A. Martel
2015

DEDICATION
This dissertation is dedicated to my father, Theodore L. Martel, who was instrumental in
the establishment of the first Career and Technical Education in Michigan, the Genesee
Area Skill Center.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

There are many individuals I would like to thank for their assistance in preparing
me for this dissertation. I would like to thank Dr. Richard Zinser, my advisor and chair,
for guiding me through the entire program, from admission to the program through
completing this dissertation. You have provided me guidance and direction,
encouragement, as well as alternative perspectives on many issues in my dissertation.
I would like to thank Dr. Louann Bierlein Palmer for all the assistance, reviews,
edits, discussions, encouragement and continual emails with information and perspectives
on completing this dissertation. You expect nothing short of perfection. Your leadership
class was enjoyable, and provided valuable information on leadership in the educational
environment.
I would like to thank Dr. Joseph Kretovics, first for being on my committee, and
also for the excitement from his Leadership class, using the Morgan text on
organizational dynamics. The class, one of the most enjoyable I have taken, provided
names to real-life leadership situations I had previously encountered.
Thanks also go to two members of the management team at Delphi Corporation,
from which I am retired. Richard Abel provided expertise in performance appraisals from
his many years of providing performance appraisals on a wide variety of professionals in
multiple disciplines. I am grateful for having worked for him, and his expertise in
providing appraisals has given me a lasting lesson on performance appraisal excellence.
Fred Krause provided a lifelong expertise in management, and how continuous dialogue,
feedback, and development are an important part of a persons’ professional success.
ii

Acknowledgements - Continued
I would also like to thank all the CTE center teachers and principals who
participated in this survey, especially Jim Ply and Brad Case, two members of the
administrative team at the Genesee Career Institute, for providing the light-hearted
support needed for completion of this dissertation, as well as providing a living example
of CTE leadership.
A special thanks to my mother, Lucille Martel, who has always encouraged me to
fulfill my educational dreams, as well as continually stress the value of education to my
seven surviving siblings.
Next, to my family, my sons Robert Martel and David Martel, who have also
enjoyed significant educational success at the University of Michigan, for continually
encouraging me to move forward, and providing the detailed information on the theory
behind statistical concepts used in this dissertation. GO GREEN.
Finally, most importantly, to my loving wife, Karen Blecker, who has provided
support, time, directives, and encouragement to complete this endeavor. You were the
one who kept me moving, to complete the one dream I have had all my life.

Michael A. Martel

iii

TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ................................................................................................ ii
LIST OF TABLES ........................................................................................................... viii
LIST OF FIGURES ........................................................................................................... xi
CHAPTER
1. INTRODUCTION ...................................................................................................1
Background ........................................................................................................3
Statement of the Problem ...................................................................................8
Research Questions ..........................................................................................11
Conceptual Framework ....................................................................................12
Significance of the Problem .............................................................................17
Research Design Overview ..............................................................................19
Delimitations ....................................................................................................19
Chapter I Summary ..........................................................................................20
2. LITERATURE REVIEW ......................................................................................22
Legislative History ...........................................................................................23
Elementary and Secondary Education Act ................................................23
A Nation at Risk ........................................................................................23
No Child Left Behind ...............................................................................24
Race to the Top .........................................................................................27

iv

Table of Contents – Continued
CHAPTER
Michigan Public Act 451 of 1976 ..................................................................29
Career and Technical Education ......................................................................30
History of CTE ...........................................................................................32
Carl D. Perkins Act ....................................................................................33
Role of CTE Principals ..............................................................................35
Role of CTE Teachers and CTE Instruction ..............................................39
Teacher Evaluation Systems ............................................................................44
Evaluation Purpose ....................................................................................44
Teacher Evaluation Issues..........................................................................48
Evaluation Systems Essential Elements.....................................................52
Processes ....................................................................................................62
Cultural Change .........................................................................................65
Assessment of Student Growth ........................................................................67
Student Growth Measurement ...................................................................67
Multiple Measures .....................................................................................70
School-wide Growth versus Individual Growth ........................................72
Michigan Assessments ...............................................................................79
Chapter 2 Summary .........................................................................................80
3. METHODOLOGY ................................................................................................83
Research Design...............................................................................................83
Population ..................................................................................................85

v

Table of Contents – Continued
CHAPTER
Instrumentation ..........................................................................................86
Survey Process and Data Collection ..........................................................89
Data Analysis .............................................................................................91
Limitations and Delimitations....................................................................95
Researcher ..................................................................................................96
Chapter 3 Summary ...................................................................................96
4. RESULTS ..............................................................................................................97
Description of the Population ..........................................................................98
Analysis of Research Questions.....................................................................102
Research Question 1 ……………………………………….. .................102
Research Question 2 ……………………………………….. .................117
Research Question 3 ……………………………………….. .................126
Research Question 4 ……………………………………….. .................135
Summary of Open Ended Questions ………………………. ..................150
Chapter 4 Summary .......................................................................................151
5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION .................................................................153
Summary of Major Results ............................................................................153
Findings Related to Teacher Perceptions .................................................153
Findings Related to Principal Perceptions ...............................................167
Findings Related to Differences in Perceptions .......................................175

vi

Table of Contents – Continued
CHAPTER
Findings Related to Predicting Teacher Evaluation Outcomes ...............185
Most Significant Findings ........................................................................205
Delimitations and Limitations..................................................................209
Recommendations for Improving the Teacher Evaluation
Process for CTE Teachers ..............................................................................209
Future Studies ................................................................................................213
Conclusions ....................................................................................................214
REFERENCES ..........................................................................................................217
APENDICIES
A HSIRB Approval ............................................................................................234
B Survey ............................................................................................................237
C Introductory Letter for Online Survey ...........................................................251
D First Reminder Notice ....................................................................................253
E Second Reminder Notice ...............................................................................255
F Open Ended Responses ..................................................................................257

vii

LIST OF TABLES
1.

Assignment of Questions for Teachers ..................................................................92

2.

Assignment of Questions for Principals ................................................................93

3.

Comparison of Survey Questions between Teachers and Principals .....................94

4.

Career Cluster – Teacher Respondent ...................................................................99

5.

Teacher Responses for Clear and Relevant Student Achievement Performance
Goals ....................................................................................................................103

6.

Teacher Responses for Effective Student Growth Measurement ........................104

7.

Teacher Responses for Effective Soft Skills Growth Measurements ..................106

8.

Teacher Responses for Clear Evaluation Procedures and Input ..........................107

9.

Teacher Responses on their Principal’s Knowledge and Role ............................108

10.

Teacher Responses for Adequate Feedback and Discussion ...............................109

11.

Teacher Responses for Adequate Professional Development .............................110

12.

Teacher Responses for Understanding the Evaluation Metrics ...........................111

13.

Teacher Responses for Evaluation Outcome: Better Diagnose
Teaching and Learning ........................................................................................112

14.

Teacher Responses for Evaluation Outcome: Better Teacher Planning ..............113

15.

Teacher Responses for Evaluation Outcome: Enhanced Dialogue......................114

16.

Teacher Responses for Evaluation Outcome: Better Support
CTE Student Outcomes........................................................................................115

17.

Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Testing for Teacher Evaluation Factors ...............116

18.

Grand Means for Collapsed Teacher Content Questions.....................................117

19.

Principal Response for Clear and Relevant Student Achievement
Performance Goals ...............................................................................................118

20.

Principal Response for Clear Evaluation Procedures and Input ..........................119

viii

List of Tables - Continued
21.

Principal Response for Adequate Feedback and Discussion ...............................120

22.

Principal Responds for Adequate Professional Development .............................121

23.

Principal Response for Outcome: Better Diagnostics for Teaching and
Learning ...............................................................................................................123

24.

Principal Response for Evaluation Outcome: Better Teacher Planning ..............124

25.

Principal Response for Outcome: Enhanced Dialogue ........................................125

26.

Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Testing for new Collapsed Principal Variables ...126

27.

Grand Means for New Principal Perception Variables ........................................126

28.

Significant Differences in Item Responses between Teachers and Principals ....127

29.

Multiple Regression Analysis for Outcome: Better Diagnose Teaching and
Learning using Independent Collapsed Variables ...............................................138

30.

Collapsed Variable Significant Predictors for Outcome: Better Diagnose
Teaching and Learning ........................................................................................139

31.

Significant Included Items Predictions for the Outcome: Better Diagnose
Teaching and Learning Questions from Multiple Regression .............................139

32.

Multiple Regression Analysis for Better Teacher Planning using Independent
Collapsed Variables .............................................................................................142

33.

Outcome: Better Teacher Planning ......................................................................142

34.

Outcome: Better Teacher Planning Questions from Multiple Regression...........143

35.

Multiple Regression Analysis for Outcome: Enhanced Dialogue Using
Independent Collapsed Variables ........................................................................145

36.

Collapsed Variable Significant Predictors for Outcome: Enhanced Dialogue ....146

37.

Enhanced Dialogue Questions from Linear Regression ......................................146

38.

Multiple Regression Analysis for Better Support CTE Student Outcomes
using Independent Collapsed Variables ...............................................................148

39.

Outcome for Better Support CTE Student Outcomes ..........................................149
ix

List of Tables - Continued
40.

Better Support CTE Student Outcomes Questions from Multiple
Regression ............................................................................................................150

41.

Mean Rankings of all Teacher Perceptions Items................................................154

42.

Significant Findings of Teacher Perceptions .......................................................157

43.

Mean Rankings of Principal Perceptions Items ...................................................167

44.

Significant Findings of Principal Perceptions......................................................170

45.

Comparison of Between Teacher and Principal Perceptions
Collapsed Variables .............................................................................................175

46.

Significant Predictors for Outcome: Better Diagnose Teaching
and Learning ........................................................................................................190

47.

Significant Predictors for Outcome: Better Teacher Planning ............................195

48.

Significant Predictors for Outcome: Enhanced Dialogue ....................................199

49.

Significant Predictors for Outcome: Better Support CTE Outcomes ..................203

50.

Significant Findings from the Study Compared to Previous Research ...............206

x

LIST OF FIGURES
1.

Student growth mandate inclusion into CTE teacher evaluation ...........................15

2.

Variability accounted for in predicting the outcome: Better diagnose
teaching and learning variable .............................................................................187

3.

Variability accounted for in predicting the outcome: Better teaching
planning variable ..................................................................................................192

4.

Variability accounted for in predicting the outcome: Enhanced dialogue
variable .................................................................................................................197

5.

Variability accounted for in predicting the outcome: Better support
CTE student outcomes variable ...........................................................................201

xi

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Every student deserves a good teacher. “Nearly everyone agrees that great
teachers are critical to student success—and that our schools have not done nearly
enough to evaluate teachers accurately and use this information to improve educational
quality” (The New Teacher Project, 2010, p. 3).
An excellent teacher can have a lasting effect on students. These teachers provide
inspiration and drive, have the passion for teaching, and care about their students. There
are many studies which support the effect of a good teacher on student learning (Tucker
& Stronge, 2005; Wright, Horne, & Sanders, 1997). With the emphasis on increasing
student learning and achievement, improving teacher performance and providing
development for continuous improvement is a requirement to meet this objective. “Many
researchers maintain that improving the quality of the nation’s teaching force is the best
policy intervention for raising student achievement” (Barnett & Ritter, 2008, p. 1). With
the known effects of good teachers, and the impact of recent policy changes, emphasis in
education is strongly being placed on all teachers and administrators providing students
with an excellent education.
Teacher evaluations are recognized as a primary component for instructional
improvement. A teacher evaluation should consist of a performance appraisal with
feedback and guidance for improvement, which are essential for teachers to improve their
teaching practice (Tucker & Stronge, 2005; Ubben, Hughes, & Norris, 2003), and for
administrators for personnel decisions (Goldhaber & Hanson, 2010). Many studies have
noted the shortcomings of teacher evaluation systems, such as infrequent and

unstandardized evaluations, lack of evaluation of teacher practices (Shakman, Breslow,
Kochanek, Riodan, & Haferd, 2012), inadequate professional development, retention and
dismissal, student achievement (Weisberg, Sexton, Mulhern, & Keeling, 2009), lack of
accountability for school and student performance and not taking evaluation processes
seriously (Toch & Rothman, 2008). These studies have generated debate over what
constitutes an effective teacher evaluation process and system.
Teacher evaluation has become a contentious, if not controversial, topic of
emphasis nationwide. In the education community, there is not likely an issue more
divisive than evaluating how well teachers and schools perform their task of educating
students (McMillan, 2007; Pritz & Kelley, 2009; Tucker & Stronge, 2005). School
districts have come under pressure to raise student achievement, and the effect of
individual teacher has on student learning is now an important issue (Sartain, Stoelinga,
& Krone, 2010). School districts have the responsibility to hold teachers and
administrators to increased accountability and to higher performance standards for the
education of students (Shakman et al., 2012), and historically, schools have not been held
accountable in the same manner. Resistance to change is a common reaction, and many
teachers and principals have expressed anxiety over recent changes (Shakman et al.,
2012). High stakes personnel decisions are now linked to measures of teacher
performance with respect to student growth (Goldhaber & Hansen, 2010). Teacher and
administrator evaluations, if used properly, can be an effective method for student and
school improvement (Tucker & Stronge, 2005; Toch & Rothman, 2008; Schmoker,
1999). The responsibility for student achievement has long been given to teachers,
administrators, and the school systems, and is now it is part of their evaluation.
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The emphasis on student growth evidence has descended onto the teacher, yet
there has been a growing concern whether teacher evaluation practices can accurately
measure teacher instruction and student achievement (Piro, Wiemers, & Shutt, 2011;
Sartain et al., 2010), and the new teacher evaluation models for student achievement have
primarily centered on core academic content. For example, the No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) Act suggested subject growth content be based on “challenging state standards
in Reading and Mathematics” (U.S. Department of Education, 2002, p. 1), and Michigan
law requires evaluation components based on the state’s required math and science
standardized assessments (Michigan Public Act 205 of 2009). Overall, not enough is
known about the new teacher evaluation systems, and even less is known about the
evaluation processes for specialty schools like Career and Technical Education (CTE)
Centers. Such CTE centers teach classes to prepare students academically with technical
skills for entry into the workforce in career areas. The instructional emphasis in CTE
centers is on career skills and employability skills, which often use authentic assessment
for student growth measures, not data from standardized math and science assessments.
Background
Everyone now understands that teachers make a difference. Numerous studies
have shown that teachers have a significant effect on student growth and achievement
(Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Marzano, 2003; Reeves, 2004; Sanders & Rivers, 1996).
There are also numerous studies showing a correlation between teacher accountability
and student growth and achievement (Braun, 2005; Milanowski, 2004; Wright et al.,
1997). Outside stakeholders, including business and industry, post-secondary education,
and legislators have mandated accountability for teachers to produce student growth. The

3

NCLB Act of 2001, and the federal spending on education associated with the act,
highlighted the connection between teacher accountability and student achievement (U.S.
Department of Education, 2002). In schools across the country, multiple student
assessments are used to generate annual yearly progress reports, and teacher
accountability has been made a component in meeting the student achievement
objectives.
In 2009, legislation known as Race to the Top (RTTT) infused even more federal
money and accountability into education. With RTTT, the emphasis on teacher
evaluations has been placed at a higher level than ever seen before. "In recent years…the
field of education has moved toward a stronger focus on accountability and careful
analysis on the variables affecting educational outcomes” (Stronge, 2002, p. viii). In its
attempt to obtain RTTT funding, the Michigan legislature passed Public Act 205 of 2009.
This legislation requires districts to include student growth into teacher evaluations in
increasing amounts until at least 50% of a given teacher’s evaluation is based on student
growth. This effort attempts to raise student achievement by improving teacher
performance, and by holding teachers accountable to the amount of student growth for
their student’s growth through state and local assessments.
Teachers have been evaluated for many years. The processes used, however, have
not been effective, as a number of reports noted that teacher evaluations systems have
historically failed to differentiate between effective and ineffective teachers, and have not
helped create a highly skilled workforce of teachers (Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation,
2011; Toch & Rothman, 2008; U.S. Department of Education, 2009; Weisberg et al.,
2009). Improved teacher evaluations must receive significant priority because “without
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capable, high quality teachers in America's classrooms, no educational reform effort can
possibly succeed…without high quality evaluation systems, we cannot know if we have
high quality teachers” (Tucker & Stronge, 2003, p. 3).
Most teachers agree they have some responsibility for student learning, and that
they have an impact on what students learn. Yet, the education community has avoided
educator evaluation systems based on measures of student learning, and has used tenure
processes as a method of employment security and other personnel decisions (Piro et al.,
2011; Weisberg et al., 2009; Winters, 2012). The traditional teacher evaluation usually
consisted of a short in class visit by a principal. Further, most teacher evaluation systems
have provided an ‘effective’ teacher evaluation to a large majority of teachers, with very
few receiving unsatisfactory ratings (Marzano & Toth, 2013; Toch & Rothman, 2008;
Weisberg et al., 2009). “The solution, however, is not to continue with traditional
strategies simply because they are benign and comfortable, but rather to develop fair and
reasonable means of assessing teacher success with students” (Tucker & Stronge, 2005,
p. 8). Issues with traditional teacher evaluation systems are further compounded when
specialty schools and teachers are involved. This is true for CTE centers.
CTE centers are stand-alone schools that deliver CTE instruction on a part-time
basis to students. “Career and technical education is the part of American high school that
provides the link between the needs of the labor market and the needs of young people to
be fully prepared to move into the workforce or continue their career-focused education
and training beyond high school” (Stone, 2014, p. 1). Their goal is to integrate skills with
academic content. Students in CTE centers are drawn from surrounding high schools who
receive all or a majority of their academic instruction at their home school. In Michigan,
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there are 54 Career Education Planning Districts (CEPD) which facilitate the planning
and delivery of CTE. There are 37 CTE centers in Michigan in 2014, with the remaining
CTE instruction delivered at comprehensive high schools in the CEPD (U.S. Department
of Education, 2014b).
The primary emphasis in a CTE center is on teaching high school instructional
programs in a specific career cluster as detailed in the a Classification of Instructional
Programs (CIP) code for the classes, via integration of career specific skills with core
curriculum. Content in curriculum is aligned with industry standards, with licensures and
certifications often available to students who demonstrate mastery of skills aligned with
these standards. Standards are established by the state for the curriculum and are
developed by a teachers and administrators, with business and industry experts, and
educational professionals for individual classes. Advisory Boards, consisting of members
of the local professional population, are members of a committee which inputs details
into the individual curriculum. Advisory Boards for each class are required by the
Michigan Office of Career and Technical Education.
The content for CTE teachers is defined by 12 segments for their CIP code, and is
identified in their gap analysis. These segments define the technical content for their
coursework. These also include topics such as work-based learning, employability skills,
leadership skills, and team building skills. Core performance indicators are school-wide
indicators of overall achievement for students in CTE centers, and include academic and
technical content, as well as demographic content such as non-traditional participation,
post-secondary education participation, and graduation rates. Measures to core
performance indicators are also a part of a teacher’s evaluation.
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Teachers in CTE centers typically come from the career field in their profession,
and receive training and professional development on delivering their curriculum.
Teachers in CTE centers maintain both their professional licensures, as well as their state
teaching credentials. Often different paths to certification are available, differing from the
traditional teacher certification process. There are 16 career clusters which teachers can
obtain certification to teach in, based on the career. Teachers are either vocationally
certified or annually authorized under a CIP code (National Association of State
Directors of Career and Technical Education, 2014), and the CIP code provides a
classification and description of instruction that is correlated with a career pathway.
Assessment in CTE is often authentic, and includes academic integration with the
technical skills of the profession. Gronlund and Waugh (2009) defined authentic
assessment as “a procedure which uses tasks and contextual settings like those in the real
world” (p. 227). CTE programs build in the skills needed in today’s workplace, preparing
students for careers. Students in CTE are evaluated like professionals in the field.
Program partnerships and advisories with business and industry partners provide
direction for the curriculum to assist in the academic standards. Such programs are
supposed to meet the demands of the new economy. There are often structural problems,
however, with the assessment, where state assessments do not measure the industry
specific skillsets needed to meet employer requirements. “The traditional distinction
between academic and CTE students pose limits to research and especially to a deeper
understanding of the complexity of high school CTE participation” (Aliaga, Kotamraju,
& Stone, 2014, p. 136). State assessments are centered on core curriculum requirements
like math, science and reading, not CTE curriculum requirements. This raises teacher
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evaluation issues whereby the required measures of student growth may not be
appropriate or sufficient for CTE teachers.
Statement of the Problem
Historically, teacher evaluations have failed to provide teachers with information
to make improvements to their instructional practice (Sartain et al., 2010). Often, one or
two yearly observations, if any, followed by a short review have been provided by an
observer. Teacher evaluations have been primarily conducted by principals, usually via a
short classroom visit. Further, Mahar and Strobert (2010) concluded “One observation
per year is grossly inadequate” (p. 157). Most judgments on teacher evaluation have been
primarily subjective, and rely on principals’ perceived perceptions of teacher
performance (Jacob & Lefgren, 2008; Peterson, Wahlquist, Bone, Thompson, &
Chatterton, 2001). Until recently, growth measures had not been used as a factor in a
teacher’s evaluation, and such evaluations were a subjective exercise often not directly
linked to student achievement (Braun, 2005).
Yet many states, including Michigan, now have laws which require a percentage
of an evaluation be based on student academic growth and meet criteria such as rigor and
transparency for teachers and administrators (Shelton, 2013). This is despite reports
which acknowledged there were “few comprehensive models that exist in meeting
Michigan's mandate to build a rigorous, transparent, and fair performance evaluation
system” (Aramath, 2014, p. 2).
Per Michigan Public Act 205 of 2009, Section 1249(c), districts must now
evaluate “a teacher’s or administrator’s job performance, using multiple rating categories
that take into account student growth as a significant factor.” Michigan Public Act 102 of
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2011, Section 1249 (2) (a) (i) required student growth measurements as a percentage of
teachers to be at least 25% for the 2013–2014 school year, 40% for the 2014–2015 school
year, and 50% for the 2016 school year. The student growth percentage for 2014-2015
was delayed by Michigan Public Act 257 of 2014, but Section 1249 (2) (a) (i) has
allowed these percentages to remain in effect for 2015–2016.
In this state, in both 2012 and 2013, school districts were required by the
Michigan Department of Education (MDOE) to reply to a survey on K-12 Educator
Evaluation systems (MDOE, 2014). The survey asked information on current evaluation
processes, the amount of student growth data used in the evaluation processes, and
factors used in the evaluation of administrators. The survey found “there is considerable
variation across districts in the factors that inform teacher and administrator effectiveness
ratings, in the types of observational tools used, and in the types of measures and amount
of student growth data used in year-end evaluations” (MDOE, 2014, p. 2). In addition,
“most evaluation systems fail to identify or facilitate the removal of low performing
teachers” (Sartain et al., 2010, p. 1).
The MDOE survey did not ask perceptions or opinions on the evaluation
processes or systems. Further, they did not segregate CTE from traditional instruction.
CTE teachers and administrators, because of the specific skillsets and coursework of the
class are different from core curriculum, require an evaluation system which addresses
the ability and skills of the teacher. Student growth measures asked about in the MDOE
survey did not include authentic assessments used in skills development needed for
certifications, registrations, or other skillsets which are significant in CTE.
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Including the student growth component into teacher evaluations has caused many
districts to alter their teacher evaluation policies, and such changes provide an
opportunity to gather data on the teacher perception of these new evaluation systems.
Teacher evaluations in CTE can be created by local districts provided they meet the state
mandates of student growth content, fair, transparent and rigorous. The purpose of my
proposed study, therefore, was to investigate to what extent principals and teachers in
Michigan CTE centers believe their teacher evaluation systems, which now includes the
new Michigan mandate to incorporate evidence of student growth, as well as rigor and
transparency in the evaluation, is a valid, fair evaluation procedure of their performance
in their CTE center. Also, to investigate to what extent was training provided on the
teacher evaluation procedure which now includes the additional mandates. Since CTE
course subjects are not among the measured assessments, i.e., math, science, and ELA,
and yet the state requirement is for all schools include student growth in their teacher
evaluation systems, data was gathered on what other measures of student growth, such as
employability and professional/technical skills, might be included in the evaluation.
Research shows an effective teacher is an important factor in student growth, and
the evaluation of the teacher should be an important component in teacher accountability
(Toch & Rothman, 2008). There is significant research on teacher evaluations (Danielson
& McGreal, 2000; Marzano & Toth, 2013; Nolan & Hoover, 2004; Tucker & Stronge,
2005). There is significant research on student growth (Sanders, 1996; Schmoker, 1999;
Tucker & Stronge, 2005). There is significant research regarding teacher evaluation
systems with student growth and the necessity for their use (Sanders 1996; Sartain et al.,
2010; Winters, 2012; Wright et al., 1997). Kondrasuk (2011) noted
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The perceptions and expectations of evaluatees have of the PA (performance
appraisal) process may be a significant inhibitor of PA success. Evaluatees often
refuse to agree to PA approaches and conclusions because they do not meet the
expectations of the process. (p. 63)
There is little research on teachers’ perceptions of their new evaluation processes,
with the added mandates of student growth, rigor and transparency components. Further,
there is little research on whether the principals or other administrators performing the
evaluations using the student growth components are comfortable with the content and
requirements. More importantly, there is no available research on the new evaluation
systems used to evaluate student growth content, especially when state assessments do
not measure industry standards taught in CTE. My proposed study will attempt to gather
some data to help investigate these issues.
Research Questions
“A good measure of success is how those appraised…perceive the accuracy and
fairness of the system… A good first step is deciding whether changes are needed in a
performance appraisal system may be a survey of management and employee attitudes
about appraisal practices” (Murphy & Magulies, 2004, p. 6). This statement provides a
lead in for the questions of this research:
1) To what extent do CTE teachers in the CTE centers in one Midwestern state
perceive that their teacher evaluation systems, which now include a student growth
element, effectively measures the content they are teaching as set forth by state
standards?
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2) To what extent do principals in these CTE centers perceive that their teacher
evaluation systems properly evaluate the performance of their individual CTE teachers?
3) To what extent are there differences between the perceptions of the CTE
teachers and principals on these evaluation system issues?
4) To what extent do the teachers’ perceptions about the implementation of
various teacher evaluation system components predict their perceptions about the impact
of such components on their teaching performance?
The hypothesis for this study was that teachers and administrators do not perceive
that teacher evaluation process properly evaluates the work they do as CTE teachers,
given the way outcomes for CTE students are measured. DelPo (2007) notes to properly
evaluate a teacher is to measure the actual performance against pre-established goals and
standards. Goals should be established for each employee, and should be based on the
strengths and weaknesses of the individual. Standards are established for what is wanted
for each person and how they are to be accomplished. Goals and standards establish what
is expected and what they have to do for each person. In some districts, an assistant
principal, principal, or another administrator may perform the teacher evaluation. For this
study, any person who performs an evaluation on a teacher was referred to as the
principal.
Conceptual Framework
“Schools are partnerships between teachers, legislators, parents and community
members – all of whom already act autonomously. A shared vision in a school should
begin by calling people to think and act, with the power they already have, about the
things that are important to them” (Senge, Cambron-McCabe, Lucas, Smith, Dutton, &
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Kleiner, 2000, p. 291). As legislation and public policy mandate the inclusion of student
growth data into teacher evaluation processes, teachers, principals and administrators
should be in collaboration to develop a fair and equitable evaluation process. Schools in
Michigan have a mandate to develop and implement a “rigorous, transparent, and fair
performance evaluation system that… establishes clear approaches to measuring student
growth and provides teachers and school administrators with relevant data on student
growth” (Michigan Public Act 451 of 1976, Section 380.1249).
Quality teacher evaluation systems are important activities in the operation of
schools. Teacher evaluations should provide information to school districts to build
strong educational teams, including principals and administrators. What arises is whether
the teacher evaluation procedure at CTE centers is a fair and equitable procedure.
“Effective performance management (e.g., teacher evaluation) systems have a wellarticulated procedure for accomplishing evaluation activities, with defined roles and
timelines for both managers and employees” (Pulakos, 2004, p. 3). With a student growth
aspect now mandated in the teacher evaluation systems, the factors which determine such
student growth must be defined in the appraisal procedure (Kondrasuk, 2011). Issues to
investigate include how well the principals and teachers in CTE centers understand their
new evaluation system that includes a new student growth component.
The Education Alliance of Michigan (2011), in its educator evaluation toolkit,
defines the performance appraisal as a “formal communication tool for interaction
between supervisors and employees that should lead to improved performance, personal
growth, foster a process of change and continuous growth and improved student
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achievement” (p. 9). These points are important when inclusion of the student growth
component is implemented in teacher evaluation procedures.
Wagner, Bakker, and Groenewegen (1999) described a quality evaluation system
as “the organizational structure, procedures, processes and activities which are mutually
dependent and directed at improvement” (p. 119). The evaluation of a teacher should be
an ongoing process. The evaluation should be open, collaborative, and sharing. The
process should be understood by both the teacher and the evaluator (Senge et al., 2000;
The New Teacher Project, 2011). The online American Heritage Dictionary for the
English Language (2011) defines a process as “to put through the steps of a defined
procedure.” For this research, this definition of process was used. For a teacher
evaluation system, the structure includes participants understanding the components of
the evaluation, for example, the goals and measurements, expected outcomes, roles and
responsibilities, processes and procedures, and includes training and feedback in the
process. The procedure should be a plan to drive improvement.
Figure 1 shows a procedure for a quality evaluation system. There are two parts to
the evaluation system, the inputs and outcomes. The inputs include using student
achievement performance goals, and effective student growth measurements; student
growth in soft skills content; understanding the evaluation metrics; clear and relevant
evaluation procedures including teacher input, understanding the teachers’ and principals’
knowledge and role; open dialogue and feedback procedures between the principal and
teacher with respect to the teacher performance, and professional development on
procedures, as well as in teaching and in their professional area. The outcomes include
better diagnosis of teaching and learning, perceived improvement in teaching planning
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and performance, and overall student improvement.

Outcome
s
Inputs

- Evaluation procedures
- Principal knowledge & role
- Teacher knowledge & role
- Feedback/Open dialogue
- Professional Development and
Training
- Student achievement
performance goals
- Student growth
measurements
- Student growth in soft
skills measurements
- Understanding metrics

Perceptions?
-Principal
-Teacher

- Evaluation metrics application
- Improved planning
- Improved teacher performance
- Student Improved

CTE Context
 CTE center assessments
 Industry standards
 Advisory Boards
 State Requirements

Figure 1. Student growth mandate inclusion into CTE teacher evaluation (Martel, 2015).
In the evaluation procedure, since evaluations typically are hierarchal, the
evaluator and the teacher should have training in the procedure changes. With the student
growth mandate and a required percentage with the evaluation content, the components
of the procedure should be evaluated. Recent legislation requires a rigorous, transparent
and fair evaluation. The evaluation procedure should be rigorous and detailed, with
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critical factors and goals measured and based on student learning in their subject area
(The New Teacher Project, 2011). The procedure should be fair, and should be
transparent to all parties – the teacher, the evaluator, and other stakeholders. Any changes
to the procedure should be clearly conveyed to both the evaluators and the teachers.
Goals for each teacher are established based on the student growth mandate,
individual CTE content, and assessments for the goals. Goals should follow the SMART
process – Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant, and Timely (Zahorsky, 2014).
SMART goals provide enough detail that everyone understands what's to be
accomplished, what success looks like, and how success will be measured. They
appreciate that the goal might be a stretch, but it's doable, and they know by when
that goal must be achieved. (Katz, 2011, p. 1)
For CTE teachers, this raises the question of defining which measures to use, as
each teacher has different career content to cover, as well as teaching soft skills, which
are a component of CTE. Soft skills include leadership skills, employability skills, critical
thinking skills, team building and team work skills, and include work-based learning
experiences. Soft skills measurement, although difficult to assess, should be based on
objectives and outcomes, and should include a change in behavior (Mantyla & Woods,
2001).
The feedback procedure in this pictorial includes an ongoing two way feedback
between the evaluator and the teacher, with review of the inputs, and lead to performance
improvement and professional development activities discussed. Discussions between the
evaluator and the evaluatee are important to influence the performance, methods of
measurement, direction and behavior of an employee (The New Teacher Project, 2011;
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Zahorsky, 2014). Strengths and areas for improvement should be topics for discussion.
For CTE teachers, the discussion should be how to include the various professional skills
into the growth measurement, as the content is different for each career area. Discussion
should be different for each teacher as their career academic content is different. Open
relations and discussions are essential and affect the quality of the relationship between
the supervisor and subordinate, as well as providing direction toward the results for
which they are held accountable (Beer, 1981).
The outcomes are the perceived improvements in teaching by the teacher,
including better planning techniques, using data from components of the evaluation,
feedback, and any professional development obtained.
By examining the components of newly revised evaluation procedures that
include the student growth mandate, perceptual data can be gathered on the components
of the evaluation, as well as the evaluation procedure, from both CTE teachers and
administrators. A comparison can then be made on any differences in perceptions
between the teachers and administrators.
There should be a common direction focusing on a single purpose – student
learning. Senge et al. (2000) stated “all adults who work in a school district are
responsible and accountable for the bottom line – student achievement in those schools”
(p. 306). All parties should have an understanding the process and components of the
evaluation system (Rowland, Ferris, & Sherman, 1983).
Significance of the Problem
“As a number of states begin to revamp their tenure granting policies, the idea
that high stakes personnel decisions need to be linked to direct measures of teacher
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effectiveness (as a form of quality control in the workforce) is gaining traction among
policymakers” (Goldhaber & Hansen, 2010, p. 250). New teacher and administrator
evaluation systems, which are intended to make performance measurements and feedback
more rigorous and useful, incorporate more sources of information. Although the impetus
for the new approaches of the evaluation system comes from state and federal levels, the
design and implementation of these systems falls onto the school district (Croft et al.,
2011). “Because of the immaturity of the knowledge base on the design of teacher
evaluation systems and the local politics of school management, we are likely to see
considerable variability among school districts on how they go about evaluating teachers”
(Croft et al., 2011, p. 2). In addition “many state and district evaluations are not aligned
with performance standards, valid and reliable methods for evaluation are few and far
between, and little emphasis is given to evaluator training” (Shelton, 2013, p. 4).
Michigan Public Act 205 of 2009 requires the teacher evaluation to be “rigorous,
transparent and fair…using multiple rating categories that take into account student
growth is a significant factor.” Despite these shortcomings in evaluation processes, the
careers of many teachers rely significantly on their performance evaluations.
This study offers data on whether procedures to understand the evaluation
process, including goal setting with measurements, participant roles, feedback and
professional development, with rigor and transparency, have been provided to CTE
teachers and evaluators. By providing information on the perceptions of the evaluation
procedures by those involved, stakeholders can have an insight to what may be working
and what may not be working. The research adds to the literature by providing
information to administrators, teachers, and researchers in CTE on the perceptions of the
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evaluation procedures by those directly involved with the process. This exploratory study
was significant because the research can provide information on various new teacher
evaluation issues, including the student growth component mandated by legislation,
particularly since this legislative mandate is receiving significant public visibility.
Research Design Overview
This study was a non-experimental quantitative study using a survey to gather the
perceptions of high school teachers and principals in CTE centers in Michigan regarding
their teacher evaluation systems with a new mandated student growth component. In this
state, there are 37 CTE centers, with approximately 45 principals and assistant principals
who perform evaluations on approximately 800 CTE teachers.
Several components which formulate an evaluation process are included in the
survey. The levels of satisfaction for components of their evaluation, student academic
and technical performance goals and measurement, soft skills measures, clarity of
evaluation procedures including teacher input, teacher’s and principal’s roles, feedback
and discussion, and professional development are the independent variables in this study.
The dependent variable is the level of satisfaction of the evaluation process by perceived
improvement in teacher planning, performance, and student improvement.
Delimitations
Although student growth components in teacher evaluations are mandated for all
teachers, this study focused on teachers and principals of CTE courses at Career and
Technical Education Centers in one state. These centers primarily offer only CTE courses
in career fields, with supplemental academic content offered or infused into their
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curriculum. The small number of members of the population of principals does not allow
a deep statistical analysis for comparing teachers and principals.
There are many other teachers who also teach CTE courses in that many schools
through their Local Education Authority (LEA) offer CTE courses to high school
students in addition to their regular curriculum. The primary focus of these schools is not
on CTE, but traditional academic content. These teachers, although they have comparable
credentials, curricular content and other factors, were not considered as part of this study.
Many Regional Educational Service Agencies (RESA) offer CTE courses through
their organization. The CTE content is usually not centered in one specific physical plant,
but taught locally. These teachers also have comparable credentials, offer common
curricular content and other factors, but have a different environment, and were not
considered as part of this study.
Chapter 1 Summary
As the teacher evaluation movement grows, outside interests, including
government entities, business, parents, and community members are all becoming very
interested in the quality of education provided to students. The perception of a lack of
accountability has driven legislation to include factors such as student growth
components, which are perceived to improve the quality of education. The growing
demand for accountability has shifted toward the quality of teachers and teaching. There
are many studies which identify teacher quality as one predictor of student growth and a
teacher evaluation process is one tool which has potential to assess teacher performance.
In a teacher evaluation, the elements of the appraisal, as well as the procedures, should be
understood by all parties involved. This is especially important for CTE teachers because
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a mandated inclusion of student growth factors in a quality teacher evaluation process is
one attempt to assess CTE teacher performance. Let us turn to a review of the literature
on these issues.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
This review of the literature describes the legislative history related to teacher
evaluation processes, CTE as an entity in education, the teacher evaluation procedure, the
development of the student growth component into teacher evaluation systems and
processes, relationships and their importance in evaluation using student growth, where
evaluations in Michigan are, and the need for professional development and cultural
change as part of the teacher evaluation process.
The input of student performance criteria into teacher performance evaluations
has been growing since the 1960’s. Prior to this time, education, including the processes
associated with education, was the responsibility of the individual school districts and
states. Around this time, federal legislation, by providing funding to schools, began
federal input into the educational process. The basics of external accountability were
conceived at that time. All students would eventually be effected by these inputs, as
district receipt of federal funding are tied to participation using the guidelines for such
funding.
The U.S. Secretary of Education Arne Duncan described the current teacher
evaluation process as:
fundamentally broken. Let’s not use the excuse that we don’t have the answers [to
fix the evaluations] to do nothing. We’ve said that data, talent matters, turning
things around matters – but it’s also how you get there. How can you defend the
teacher evaluation that is divorced from student progress? How do you defend
that? (Rich, 2009, p. 1)
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There are many issues with teacher evaluation processes and systems (Danielson &
McGreal, 2000; Darling-Hammond et al., 2012; Sartain et al., 2010). Most are well
intentioned, but are cumbersome, and not particularly suited for teaching improvement.
Legislative History
Several legislative acts have integrated accountability and funding into education.
Each has added more content and requirements to increase accountability into education,
leading to the current laws related to teacher evaluation systems that include a student
growth concept.
Elementary and Secondary Education Act
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) was passed by Congress
and signed by President Lyndon Johnson in 1965. The intent of the law was to close the
gap in learning achievement in mathematics, reading and writing between lower income
urban schools and middle income suburban schools. (Farkas & Hall, 2000). The ESEA
established funding based on the school's willingness to commit to improving learning in
their educational system. According to the U.S. Department of Education (1992),
students from low-income households are three times as likely to be low achievers if they
attend high-poverty schools as compared to low-poverty schools. A result of ESEA was
the establishment of the federal government as a factor in the education process.
A Nation at Risk
In 1983, President Ronald Reagan’s National Commission on Excellence in
Education published its landmark report titled A nation at risk: The imperative for
education reform (U.S. Department of Education, 1983). The report supported Secretary
of Education T. H. Bell’s opinion that the educational system in America was not
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meeting the needs of a competitive workforce. The commission was chartered to evaluate
the quality of teaching and student learning in the United States educational system.
The commission, for 18 months, attempted to provide a snapshot of the state of
the educational system in the United States. The commission, among its many initiatives,
surveyed several studies which noted underachievement by American students in national
and international testing. This controversial report recommended 38 changes in five
categories. Among the recommendations, the commission recommended that salaries for
teachers be "professionally competitive, market-sensitive, and performance-based," and
that teachers demonstrate "competence in an academic discipline” (U.S. Department of
Education, 1983, para. D).
One effect was the significant movement by political and educational leaders to
search for solutions. Another was the beginning of discussions on performance-based
systems into the salary and employment structure of education.
No Child Left Behind
The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 was a reauthorization of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act. The law placed an emphasis on school-wide
growth and assessment. The law put “the principles of accountability, choice, and
flexibility to work in its reauthorization of other major ESEA programs” (U.S.
Department of Education, 2002, p. 3). The NCLB Act expanded the federal role in public
education by several measures, including requiring measurement and reporting of annual
academic progress, establishing teacher qualifications, and increased federal funding.
NCLB supported education reform based on the belief that establishing high standards
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with measurable goals can improve student learning. The Act was primarily aimed at
school systems, and not directly at individual teachers or students.
The Act attempted to create accountability by creating statewide assessments, and
establish teacher standards. “The NCLB Act is to strengthen Title I Accountability by
requiring states to implement statewide accountability systems covering all public
schools and students” (Ubben et al., 2004, p. 135). To receive federal funding, NCLB
required states to develop implement statewide assessments in basic skills to all students
in selected grades. NCLB did not create national standards for academic achievement,
rather it discouraged the use of nationwide standardized tests (Reeves, 2004; U.S.
Department of Education, 2014). States were given wide latitude to develop standards.
Ubben et al. (2004) stated “The Act (NCLB) will provide parents, citizens, educators,
administrators, and policymakers with data from those annual assessments available in
annual report cards on school performance and statewide progress” (p. 136).
Until NCLB, states were using assessments which reflected the percentage of
students at a given level of achievement at the point in time of the assessment.
Demographic factors and transiency were factors which affect achievement but were
disregarded (Marzano, 2013). Under NCLB, students in a school were all expected to
demonstrate grade level competence in all material. With NCLB, the value-added
measurement research “engendered a new focus on ensuring that higher education
institutional policies and practices and state policies and mandates were more firmly
grounded on connecting teacher performance with student learning” (Lasley, Siedentop,
& Yinger, 2006, p. 16). Under this approach, the definition of student achievement
usually focused on high student test scores.
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A provision in NCLB is the requirement for Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) by
schools. “School accountability has a strong empirical component: primarily, a test-scorebased criterion of continuous improvement, termed ‘adequate yearly progress’ (AYP)”
(Braun, 2005, p. 5). Sec. 1111 (b) (F), requires that "each state shall establish a timeline
for adequate yearly progress” (Public Law 107–110, 2002). Schools which receive
federal funding under the ESEA of 1965 must meet yearly progress goals as established
by each state. Accountability is placed on each school district to improve student scores
on statewide assessments. To evaluate AYP, a school must compute for all students in a
grade, as well as for various subgroups, the proportions meeting a fixed standard, and
then compare these proportions with those obtained in the previous year (Braun, 2005).
Another provision in NCLB is the requirement for “Highly Qualified” teachers.
NCLB “asks states to put a highly-qualified teacher in every public school classroom by
2005” (U.S. Department of Education, 2014, p. 1), with “highly qualified” defined in
terms of traditional criteria such as academic training and fully meeting the state’s
licensure requirements (Braun, 2005). Section 1119 of the Act provides details on the
requirements. These requirements include, but are not restricted to: “1) a bachelor's
degree, 2) full state certification or licensure, and 3) prove that they know each subject
they teach” (U.S. Department of Education, 2004, p. 2). Yet highly qualified teachers do
not necessarily lead to high quality learning. Studies have shown that teacher
qualifications such as advanced degrees, years of experience, certifications, and outside
experiences do not necessarily make a good teacher (Goldhaber & Hansen, 2010; Tucker
& Stronge, 2005; Winters, 2012).
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Race to the Top
As part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, the goal was
to:
elevate the teaching profession to focus on recognizing, encouraging,
and rewarding excellence. We are calling on states and districts to develop and
implement systems of teacher and principal evaluation and support, and to
identify effective and highly effective teachers and principals on the basis of
student growth and other factors. These systems will inform professional
development and help teachers and principals improve student learning. In
addition, a new program will support ambitious efforts to recruit, place, reward,
retain, and promote effective teachers and principals and enhance the profession
of teaching. (U.S. Department of Education, 2010, p. 4)
Unlike NCLB, RTTT attempts to place emphasis on individual student growth and
teacher initiatives in attainment of student growth. The Act provides funding in the form
of competitive grants to states and their school districts that would implement reforms to
better identify, develop, and reward effective teachers and principals, as well as other
school administrators. Recipients of funds are to differentiate among teachers and
principals on the basis of their students’ growth and other measures, and to reward highly
effective teachers and principals (U.S. Department of Education, 2010).
“Race To The Top (RTTT) encourages states to adopt policies that measure the
impact of individual teachers on student learning and use those measures to inform
human capital decisions including tenure and compensation” (Goldhaber & Hansen,
2010, p. 1). The Act supports teacher evaluations in the form of teacher quality as
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measured by student test score gains, noting that teacher quality is a highly variable
commodity, and that a very small percentage of teachers are ever dismissed for poor
performance. RTTT brought $4.35 billion to states in the form of competitive grants
based on criteria which required states and school districts to:
(i) Establish clear approaches to measuring student growth … and measure it for
each individual student; (ii) Design and implement rigorous, transparent and fair
evaluation systems for teachers and principals that (a) differentiate effectiveness
using multiple rating categories that take into account data on student growth as a
significant factor. (United States Department of Education, 2009, p. 9)
In seeking RTTT funding, many states enacted laws which mandated significant
change to existing teacher evaluation systems, leaving most of the detail up to the
individual districts. In many districts, RTTT driven policies induced urgency to create
and implement a difficult change, and often contentious, in revising teacher evaluation
systems. Few studies have investigated the change in school districts processes and
policies (Shakman et al., 2012).
The RTTT legislation (U.S. Department of Education, 2009) requires teacher and
principal involvement in the evaluation process. The evaluation requires using multiple
rating categories, being rigorous, transparent and fair, and take into account student
growth. This is a legislative attempt to make the teacher evaluation a process which all
parties are well aware of, i.e. a shared vision, if not agreeable to each other. Schuler
(1981) noted that both the evaluator and the person being evaluated should agree on the
appraisal process before the evaluation.
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Michigan Public Act 451 of 1976 Revised
The Michigan Public Act 451 of 1976, Section 380.1249, as amended as Public
Act 205 of 2009, has provisions requiring teacher and school administrator evaluations
with student growth a component of the evaluation process. “With the involvement of
teachers and school administrators, the board of a school district or intermediate school
district…shall adopt and implement for all teachers and school administrators a rigorous,
transparent, and fair performance evaluation system that does all of the following:
a) Evaluates the teacher’s or school administrator’s job performance at least
annually while providing timely and constructive feedback.
b) Establishes clear approaches to measuring student growth and provides
teachers and administrators with relevant data on student growth.
c) Evaluates the teachers’ or administrators’ job performance, using multiple
rating categories that take into account data on student growth as a significant
factor. (Michigan Public Act 205 of 2009)
The Act provides two important criteria, involvement by administrators and teachers, and
student growth as a significant measure for performance appraisal.
In Michigan, Public Act 451 requires that student growth measures contribute
significantly to the teacher evaluation system. There is no definition of what is
significant, but there is agreement across districts and education organizations that
standardized and state administered tests should not be the only measures used in student
growth determination. The student growth component is left to each district, and the
district should determine what is appropriate for their own use (Education Alliance in
Michigan, 2011).
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To accommodate the requirements of this Act, school districts are required to alter
their teacher evaluation processes to include the student growth mandate. The
requirements for rigor, fairness and transparency, have led to goals being creating for
teachers, as well as districts, to meet. The act requires feedback to be given to the
teachers, and training and professional development should be included in the evaluation
system to meet these requirements of the Act.
Career and Technical Education
“Career and Technical Education (CTE) is an educational strategy for providing
young people with the academic, technical, and employability skills and knowledge”
(Brand, Valent, & Browning, 2013, p. 1). CTE offers students an education in career
fields by providing the skills and training to be successful in post-secondary education
and employment in the career field. Students can earn industry certifications or licenses,
learn technical and career skills, as well as employability skills necessary to obtain
positions in their career field. Students can learn through work-based learning
experiences in their field of study, developing learning in context skills in the workplace,
other than technical skills, which cannot be taught in the classroom.
Secondary CTE is taught in traditional high schools as well as CTE centers. Many
high schools offer CTE classes in addition to their core curriculum. Often there is
infusion of core curriculum, such as math, ELA or science, into the CTE class content
through teachers certified in teaching core curriculum, as teachers often teach both CTE
classes in addition to their regular core classes at traditional high schools. More than half
of all students take CTE courses sometime during their high school academic career.
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Research shows student achievement is increased, and cognitive thinking skills are at a
higher level when students take CTE courses (Dewitt, 2008; Harris, 2007).
CTE is meant to be a compliment to academic coursework. The Michigan Center
for Career and Technical Education has established curriculum content for CTE courses
in Michigan which are listed on the Michigan Navigator website. The system is called
“MI CTE Navigator and provides real-time access to Michigan's state approved CTE
program standards which is necessary for educational decision-making, management and
ultimately student achievement” (Michigan Center for Career and Technical Education,
2015, p. 1). The curricular content of CTE includes employability skills, career readiness,
leadership, and critical thinking skills among many other skills (Michigan Center for
Career and Technical Education, 2015). Teachers are required to perform a gap analysis
to match instruction and assessments with these standards. Stern (2010) noted several
longitudinal studies conducted in the 1980’s and 1990’s which found students who took
both CTE courses and traditional academic courses fared better later in life both
academically in post-secondary education, and in the labor market.
Most CTE programs offer early college credit opportunities through articulation
agreements and/or direct credit to provide a seamless transition to postsecondary
education. An example of this transition would be a student taking a business class at a
CTE center, and articulating into a Marketing program at a community college or
university. Students could receive direct credit for a specific class, or place into a nonintroductory level class. The credits earned provide students an early start into postsecondary education. Students attend these centers as part of their secondary curriculum
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(Harris, 2007; Michigan Department of Education, 2014). The influence of the CTE
center, however, is toward CTE and a supportive role of core curriculum.
History of CTE
As early as 1914, the Commission on National Aid to Vocational Education
identified that public education across all areas was falling short. Schools were preparing
only a small number of students for a ‘liberal education’ and not the vocational
occupations of professional education, commercial education, industrial education,
agricultural education and education in the household arts (Wonacott, 2003). These
careers were based on technical skills based occupations necessary for productive work in
the world at that time.
The Smith-Hughes Act of 1917 was passed, establishing federal funding for
creation and support of secondary and post-secondary vocational training. This Act
created two areas of change: the infusion of federal funding into CTE education, and
established the link between secondary and post-secondary education. The backbone of
Career and Technical Education thus is the development of skills (Gordon, 2008).
Subsequent legislation expands the focus of vocational education into more areas.
The George-Deen Act of 1936 expanded vocational education into teacher education and
other occupations. The National Defense Education Act of 1958 expanded federal
support for vocational education, as well as established federal funding for vocational
training institutes. The Vocational Education Act of 1963, and its amendments in 1968,
1972, and 1976 further expanded vocational education into cooperative education, postsecondary education and community schools concept in vocational areas, and
strengthened other academic areas through federal funding (Gordon, 2008).
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Carl D. Perkins Act
The federal government had a continuous and significant history in funding CTE,
and its predecessor program, vocational education beginning with the Smith- Hughes Act
of 1917. Funding changed its focus with the passage of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational
Education Act of 1984. Providing funding to education was aimed at developing quality
vocational educational programs to meet the needs of economic growth, and expand
access to specific populations.
The Act was renewed in 1990 to provide greater opportunities to disadvantaged
students, and provided funding to teach skills needed for technological enhanced
education for all students. It created the Tech Prep program. It was renewed again in
1998, and allowed states greater flexibility in developing CTE programs, and forced
greater accountability for student performance.
The reauthorization of the act in 2006 has driven the transformation of vocational
education to CTE as a critical part of college and career ready education. It is intended to
strengthen the connection between secondary and post-secondary education, and further
requires greater accountability at the state and local level for student performance. The
Perkins Act “provides federal resources to help individuals gain the academic and
technical skills needed to be successful in today’s workforce” (Brand, Valent, &
Browning, 2013, p. 2). The current Perkins Act sets minimum standards, while raising
standards are required to meet funding grants. Perkins funding, however, still constitutes
less than 10% of all CTE spending (Cohen & Besharov, 2002).
The Act requires greater accountability in CTE. Brand et al. (2013) noted the U.S.
Department of Education (2012) that “meaningful accountability for improving academic
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outcomes and building technical and employability skills in CTE programs for all
student, based on common definitions and clear metrics for performance” (p. 4) as
measures to strengthen the CTE process. Further, the Act encourages “integration of CTE
teachers and faculty into existing evaluation and support systems that assess their
effectiveness and continually improve instruction using standards appropriate for the
subjects they teach” (p. 7).
The Act created Core Performance Indicators (CPI) to measure how CTE students
are performing in mathematics, English language arts, technical skill achievement,
completer rates, graduation rates, job placement, non-traditional enrollment, and nontraditional completion (Michigan Department of Education, 2012). In Investing in
America’s Future, The U.S. Department of Education (2012) noted states are required to
strengthen the accountability systems for student progress used to identify student growth
and address gaps in student learning. States use performance indicators to measure
performance of students, and funding would follow to programs which produce excellent
results. These core performance indicators include academic content such as achievement
levels in reading, math and technical skills content, as well as non-academic content
including graduation rates, placement, and non-traditional student content. In Michigan,
the CPI measure CTE students in both CTE centers and traditional schools who offer
CTE classes. Although the primary focus of a CTE course is not in these areas, and
outside factors contribute to these, schools are measured in these areas, and teachers are
held accountable.
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Role of CTE Principals
“Effective leadership is vital to the success of a school. Research and practice
confirm that there is slim chance of creating and sustaining high-quality learning
environments without a skilled and committed leader to help shape teaching and
learning” (Michigan Association of School Personnel Administrators, 2010, p. 49).
Waters, Marzano, and McNulty (2003) demonstrated in their study “there is a substantial
relationship between leadership and student achievement” (p. 3). Further, Piro et al.
(2011) stated “student academic success and the principal’s instructional leadership
abilities are interrelated and any increase in any one of these constructs leads to a
reciprocal increase in the other” (p. 4). Other studies support this conclusion (Shelton,
2013; Ubben et al., 2004).
Principals have positional power over their teachers (Morgan, 2006), and as such,
principals as evaluators have conflicting roles. As the evaluator, they are responsible for
the professional aspects of the teacher’s employment, yet many principals want to
maintain a collegial relationship with their teachers (Brandt, Mathers, Oliva, BrownSims, and Hess, 2007; Shakman et al., 2012). This can create a conflict in directions.
Subsequently, many teachers believe their principals who perform evaluations are not
competent evaluators (Brandt et al., 2007). Further, Ubben et al. (2004) stated “Herein
lies one of the greatest challenges of personnel evaluation: How does one justify
accountability to the public and at the same time maintain the trust and cooperation of
individuals within the school setting that will enable the performance one so desires?” (p.
193).
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The principal exercises influence over teachers through several methods when
they recruit, develop, and retain effective teachers. The principal of a CTE center has to
understand the various career paths that are available, and to understand at least the
basics of these careers to develop and maintain an effective teaching staff (Beteille,
Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2009). “Leaders of educational systems must provide focus”
(Reeves, 2004, p. 58). The role of the principal in CTE has continually changed, however,
and preparation for the role of principal in CTE has been lacking (Piro et al., 2011).
Evaluating teachers is one of the most important responsibilities a principal has.
For a performance appraisal system to be effective, the evaluators require training in the
skills required to provide an effective performance evaluation. The most effective
performance appraisals systems have those who are performing the performance
appraisals are well trained, particularly when evaluating a person against the person’s job
requirements (Murphy & Magulies, 2004). Raters need continuing evaluations and
training themselves on their own evaluation skills. Historically, this has not been the case
(Brandt et al., 2007). The National Conference of State Legislatures in 2013 found that
“current assessments typically are out of sync with what research has identified as the
most important indicators of effective school leadership – student achievement and
teacher effectiveness” (Shelton, 2013, p. 4). Further, CTE principals have the
responsibility for determining how technical skills education and assessment are
performed in their schools (Michigan Department of Education, 2014). With the two
indicators, student achievement and teacher effectiveness, and the authority the principal
possesses, the principal and teaching and support staffs should have the same vision of
the processes of the school, including evaluation, to be effective (Senge et al., 2000).
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Goldstein and Noguera (2006) identified several issues with administrators
conducting teacher evaluations. Most educators hold deeply rooted beliefs in the
hierarchical structure of education. Even though current emphasis is centered on teacher
evaluations, they identify factors which show principals lack the necessary expertise, are
too busy, or seek to avoid potential conflict with teachers. “Principals ultimately doubt
themselves when making evaluative decisions about teacher competence” (p. 35).
Principals are burdened with administrative responsibilities which take away from
the responsibility of evaluating teachers (Brandt et al., 2007; Shakman et al., 2012).
These activities include budget adherence, community involvement, parent
communication, and other daily activities which cannot be planned for. Balancing the
competing needs and responding to problems and needs that are unpredictable are a large
portion of the principal’s daily requirements (Catano & Stronge, 2006). Accountability
and reform initiatives from outside stakeholders have created additional time constraints
on the principal (Ubber, Hughes, & Norris, 2007). As a result, insufficient time is
available for teacher observations, professional development, and self-improvement.
Murphy and Margulies (2004) suggested two elements of a successful
performance appraisal systems include: a) clear instruction, and training for performance
evaluation raters, and b) performance-rater familiarity with the content and importance of
the performance requirements which the employee is being evaluated, and training on
measurement of the employee’s actual performance. “A major issue with performance
appraisal systems is defining the goals of the system and matching goals with the right
tools and techniques” (p. 5). The principal should use the evaluation process to help
teachers develop skills and improve their teaching. Many studies, however, have found
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very few districts had used comprehensive training programs for evaluators. In their
study of district policies of 216 Midwest school districts, Brandt et al. (2007) found that
“Only 8 percent of district policies included information about required training for
evaluators…6 percent specified that…evaluators participate in state sponsored or other
training to evaluate teachers” (p. 8). Weisberg et al. (2009) also noted many districts do
not provide principals and administrators any training in evaluation processes.
“A combination of…limited administrator expertise, little shared understanding
of what constitutes good teaching, low levels of trust between teachers and
administrators- lead to a culture of passivity and protection” (Danielson & McGreal,
2000, p. 6). Principals historically have come from the ranks of the teaching staff.
Training has been minimal, primarily in pedagogical content, and minimal leadership
content. With the inclusion of student growth components into the teacher evaluation,
much of the burden for implementation has fallen on to the principal. “Many districts
have not fundamentally changed the nature of the principal’s work to make room for the
increased demands of the new evaluations systems” (Shakman et al., 2012, p. 21). In
addition, many districts have not provided the training necessary for the new evaluation
systems.
Because most principals have tried to maintain a collegial relationship with their
teachers, the culture of the school system which created this contradiction of
responsibility, the collegiality of the principal and staff, versus the positional
responsibility of the principal to appraise subordinates, can create a personal conflict with
the principal. Most principals are not trained to handle the interpersonal situations which
can arise when providing negative feedback (Rowland et al., 1983; Scanella & McCarthy,
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2014). Maintaining good relations with the subordinates, colleagues and other
administrative personnel is a necessity for leaders to perform their own job effectively
(Rowland et al., 1983; Schuler, 1981). “Staff improvement is largely a helping
relationship most effectively carried out when built on trust between the teacher and the
principal” (Ubben et al., 2003, p. 195).
Principals also have the role of developing teachers. This includes providing
coaching, mentors, professional development opportunities and a fair evaluation process
to measure teacher performance and provide feedback. As part of this role,
unsatisfactory teachers are to be provided development and improvement opportunities,
and career decisions for all teachers. This includes career changes, as well as lateral and
promotional activities (Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Ubben et al., 2004).
Role of CTE Teachers and CTE Instruction
Well qualified educators are essential to deliver high quality CTE instruction.
CTE instructors are held to the “highly qualified” standards of NCLB (U.S. Department
of Education, 2004a), and the Perkins Act provides funding to develop, train and keep
CTE teachers (U.S. Department of Education, 2006). Teachers in CTE have additional
standards that their students must meet when compared with core academic teachers.
CTE instructors possess credentials which meet industry standards, as well as have
significant occupational experience (Brand et al., 2013), and must keep current with the
changes in the career field which they teach, as well as maintain current teacher
certification and licensure requirements to teach at the secondary or post-secondary level.
“CTE teachers are hired for their expertise in an occupational field, not as academic
instructors. The majority of their instructional time is spent delivering content related to
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career skills, where academics are embedded into their curriculum” (Pogliano, 2013, p.
1). Because of these requirements, it is often difficult to recruit and retain teachers in
these positions (Brand et al., 2013).
Teachers in CTE centers often have multiple roles. These roles include using
skillsets in technological, administrative, employability and social skills, career and
technical student organization requirements, in addition to their teaching roles. Most CTE
teachers have greater expertise in their field than the administrators who supervise and
evaluate them. They are more knowledgeable in the academic content, and are more in
tune with the classroom environment, and the developmental levels and characteristics of
their students. Also, contribution to committees, and professional development are also
expected as part of the CTE teacher role (Brandt et al., 2007).
Evaluating CTE teachers, with their multiple roles, has made their evaluation
even more complicated. Teachers in CTE centers are entitled to have accurate
assessments of their performance. Because the content of CTE is not in the core
assessment areas where longitudinal standardized tests are administered, an evaluation
must be centered on the content of the curriculum. The Perkins Reauthorization Act of
2006 encourages states to include CTE teachers into existing evaluation systems and the
inclusion of student growth data makes such evaluation even more complex. “While
much has been written about the value of these measures (student growth), districts have
many unanswered questions about how to proceed, what measures to use, and how to
measure teachers who do not teach in the core tested areas” (Shakman et al., 2012, p.
21). CTE teachers fit right into this category. The processes in evaluation and execution
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must be mutually dependent and inclusive of all components of the evaluation system
(Wagner et al., 1999).
With CTE instructors required to maintain both professional and teacher
credentials, appropriate measures of assessment must be used to measure student
knowledge and growth in both academic and CTE content. “To ensure that data are
collected on a wide range of college and career readiness skills, states should consider
multiple forms of assessment – such as performance based assessments – that allow CTE
students to showcase the knowledge and abilities they have gained through CTE courses,
in addition to academic skills” (Brand et al., 2013, p. 11).
CTE instruction uses multiple methods of instruction. Work-based learning,
internships, apprenticeships and job shadows are an integral part of a student’s CTE
education (Gordon, 2008). These components provide students with the opportunity to
work in their career field with employers who provide direct exposure to the career field.
Exposure in the workplace provides students the opportunity to learn how academic
content is applied to workplace settings.
Wang and King (2008) stated “Career and technical education provide a vivid
lesson that soft skills can be woven into curriculum” (p. 161). CTE instruction includes
‘soft skills’ employers are looking for in employees. They include leadership and
interpersonal skills, teamwork and team building skills are also an integral part of CTE
instruction. Leadership skills include professionalism, as well as planning, organizing and
execution. Interpersonal skills include how students interact with other people, including
communication. Employability skills include those skills which provide understanding of
how to make critical decisions, solve problems, and work in an organization.
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Experiential learning is a strategy often used in CTE instruction (Clark, Threeton,
& Ewing, 2010). The projects are multidisciplinary, integrating multiple core and
academic content areas. Experiential instruction often uses critical thinking,
collaboration, and communication skills in managing a project. Projects incorporate rigor,
planning, management and assessment to learn academic content. Work-based learning is
often a part of the learning experience where students apply the skills learned in the CTE
classroom to a real working environment. “Experiential learning could naturally align
with a contemporary career and technical education … program, which prepare students
for advanced level occupations in the workplace or post-secondary education” (Clark,
Threeton, & Ewing, 2010, p. 47). Often, students design these projects in cooperation
with their teacher, often keeping interest and engagement (Brand et al., 2013).
Including CTE measures in teacher assessment, including the career ready skills,
requires multiple assessment measures by an evaluator. Growth in core academic
knowledge as well as career skills should be used in teacher assessment. CTE teachers
are already held accountable for student growth in the academic areas of reading and
mathematics under the Perkins Act. In Michigan, scores from the Michigan state
assessments are used to develop core performance indicators levels and to measure local
CTE programs in their delivery of academic content.
The fear of being evaluated for core academic growth is a very real fear for CTE
teachers. It seems to be an unfair measure to measure these teachers, notably CTE
teachers, who have limited time to work on academic concepts, with their
students… The problem with this current process is that CTE programs and
teachers are judged on a set of criteria where there is little impact from
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participating in the CTE program since students are mostly 11th and 12th
graders. (Pogliano, 2013, p. 1)
RTTT makes a distinction between tested grades and subjects and non-tested
grades and subjects in its definition of student growth. CTE courses are included in the
non-tested grades and subjects. RTTT provides guidance on the measurement of how
student achievement in the non-tested grades and subjects can occur by stating
“alternative measures of student learning and performance such as student scores on pretests and end of course tests… and other measures of student achievement if they are
rigorous and comparable across classrooms” (U.S. Department of Education, 2009, p.
14). These measures can include formative assessments, end of course assessments,
benchmark, interim and unit assessments, and standardized assessments. RTTT defines
“rigorous and across all classrooms” as “measures that must be rigorous (that is,
statistically rigorous) and comparable across classrooms in an LEA or across classrooms
statewide. It is not acceptable to use measures of student growth that are only comparable
across students within a class” (U.S. Department of Education, 2009a, p. 6).
Many CTE courses provide licenses and certifications as an end component, and
these often require authentic assessment. “Studies have found that using such assessments
has improved teaching quality and increased student achievement, especially on tasks that
require complex reasoning and problem solving” (Darling-Hammond & McCloskey,
2008, p. 265). Authentic assessments can tell what a student can do, not what they know.
Skills such as CPR/First aid in health classes, construction tasks in networking and
computer hardware, and even driving an automobile for driver’s license for commercial
vehicles are examples of authentic assessments. These end results may encompass a large
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majority of the academics of the classes. These skills typically cannot be measured with a
high stakes assessment.
Teacher Evaluation Systems
Evaluation Purpose
Performance appraisals have a greater influence on performance than any other
any other process (Kondrasuk, 2011). An evaluation system of teachers and
administrators should be based on student learning. It does not matter what a teacher
does if it does not generate student learning; the success of the student is the goal of
teaching. Research shows the quality of teaching matters – “a lot” (Danielson &
McGreal, 2000, p. 38), and that that an important tool for improving a teacher’s
performance is a good teacher evaluation process (Brandt et al., 2007; Tucker & Stronge,
2005). It should have a format and not just a form, and include continual feedback
(Kondrasuk, 2011). “Teacher evaluation systems are often intended to serve the purpose
of providing feedback and guidance for improving professional practice” (Tucker &
Stronge, 2005, p. 6).
One of the primary goals of teacher evaluation is the improvement of individual
and collective teaching performance in schools. Effectively changing the behavior
of another person requires enlisting the cooperation and motivation of that person
in addition to providing guidance on the steps needed for improvement to occur.
(Darling-Hammond et al., 1983, p. 314)
A performance appraisal, which in education is the teacher evaluation, is a
process that, based on results, assesses the performances of the employee given the
responsibilities assigned to that employee, and provides feedback to the employee for

44

improvement in those responsibilities and promote professional growth (Worchester
Polytechnical Institute, 2014). “Evaluation is the systematic exploration and judgment of
working processes, experiences and outcomes. It pays special attention to aims, values,
perceptions, needs and resources” (Education Alliance of Michigan, 2011, p. 8). This
definition by the Education Alliance in Michigan provides a vision of what the teacher
evaluation process should encompass. Student learning and growth are the outcomes of
the education process. Teacher evaluations should have the capability of providing
objective, constructive, measurable and defensible information about the performance of
a teacher.
Performance appraisals should provide two way constructive feedback on
individual performance. “Evaluations should provide all teachers with regular feedback
that helps them grow as professionals, no matter how long they have been in the
classroom. Evaluations should give schools the information they need to build the
strongest possible instructional teams, and help districts hold school leaders accountable
for supporting each teacher’s development” (The New Teacher Project, 2010, p. 3).
Teacher evaluations should also have two components: summative and formative
(Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Procedia, 2011; Stronge, 2006; Ubben et al., 2004). “The
summative process, often called the teacher appraisal, is designed to provide a basic
foundation for making decisions that can be justified. It is used to make a judgment
relative to the merit of an individual’s performance” (Ubben et al., 2004, p. 193).
Included in the summative process is a normative assessment (Procepia, 2011) where
teachers may be ranked in hierarchies with respect to parameters. This can be used for
awards for good performance, or punitive measures, such as termination or professional
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development. Legislators use the summative process as a basis for their input into
education. Their logic is school personnel are public employees, supported by taxes, and
are subject to certain levels of performance, and include transparency in performance and
accountability. Their expectations are the formative process will drive summative
decisions.
The formative process is primarily concerned with individual growth and
professional development, and allows teachers to assess their own strengths, weaknesses,
and teaching abilities. Formative aspects should be a tool for professional development,
but often it is not a component of the teacher evaluation process (Stronge, 2006; Ubben et
al., 2004). Both components, accountability and development, have purpose in a teacher
evaluation process, and should be considered essential in an effective teacher evaluation
process.
Teacher evaluations must meet individual as well as organizational needs (Harvey
et al., 2013; Mayer & Davis, 1999; Stronge, 2006; Ubben et al., 2004). Teacher
evaluation and teacher goals must be aligned with school-wide goals (Danielson &
McGreal, 2000; Stronge, 2006). School-wide goals are covered under NCLB, where
individual goals are covered under RTTT. It is logical to assume that the teacher
evaluation process, including personal growth and improvement, and the school goals,
which should include accountability and student improvement, must be critically aligned
(Stronge, 2006). The evaluation process with training and professional development
should extend several years providing the chance to successfully carry out the more
complex issues.
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Kondrasuk (2011) suggested there are two functions of a performance appraisal –
what the employee does well/not well and to make improvements, and for administrative
decisions. Successful appraisals systems evaluate only parameters which are critical to a
successful outcome. It involves setting goals and expectations of both the employee and
the organization, having the employee perform to achieve the goals and expectations,
measure, and provide feedback to benefit the employee and the supervisor. In education,
and for this research, these refer to the teacher and the principal. The primary objective of
a teacher performance evaluation should be to improve a teacher’s ability to enhance
student learning. The process should measure the performance, not the person
(Kondrasuk, 2011). In a similar manner, Marzano (2012) suggested two purposes for
teacher evaluation: measuring teachers and developing teachers. “In theory, an evaluation
system should identify and measure individual teachers strengths and weaknesses
accurately and consistently, so that teachers get the feedback they need to improve their
practices and so that schools can determine how best to allocate and provide support”
(Weisberg et. al, 2009, p. 10).
The performance appraisal system should be pragmatic which helps ensure the
system is understood by both teachers and evaluators. Kondrasuk (2011) noted
perceptions of the evaluation process should be consistent between the evaluator and the
person being evaluated: “Inconsistent perceptions as to the purpose of the performance
appraisal can throw the entire performance appraisal off” (p. 62). If teachers and
principals have different views of the purposes and expectations of the evaluation
process, the process will be conflicting toward both, and will inhibit success of the
process.
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Subjectivity and bias reduce the quality of an appraisal system. It should be
uniform in that all teachers in similar areas are evaluated with the same criteria. In
addition, legal aspects concerning evaluations must be taken into account. Evaluators
should also make all information gathered in the evaluation process available to the
employee (Rowland et al., 1983; Schuler, 1981).
Teacher Evaluation Issues
Teacher evaluation processes and systems have been historically criticized for
being primarily hierarchical, top down, and centered on only an observation by a
principal or administrator (Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Darling-Hammond et al., 1983;
Stronge, 2006; Tucker & Stronge, 2003). Stronge (2006) noted studies where, for
teachers in 1988 (99.8%) and in 1996 (94.1%), direct classroom observations by
principals of teachers were the primary source for a teacher evaluation, and such
observations could be as little as once per year (Weisberg et al., 2009). Brandt et al.
(2007) noted tenured teachers often were given an evaluation only once every three to
five years, with as little as one visit. Such single source evaluate measures present
integrity, reliability and validity issues (Steele, Hamilton, & Stecher, 2010). Further,
many evaluations used only simple numerical scales, which provide only a simplistic
performance measure.
Many states and districts have mandated specific evaluation systems, often using
standard checklists and scale, or other similar measures, for all being evaluated. This one
size fits all can compromise the true effectiveness of a teacher. Few districts have
historically used performance appraisals to truly improve teacher practices (Brandt et al.,
2007). Traditionally, performance appraisals have not provided employees with effective
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developmental guidance. More collaborative processes, which open lines of
communication to match expectations and create goals between supervisor and
subordinate, are needed. “These techniques often are perceived to be more humane or fair
because of the involvement by subordinates with a commitment to the system and its
goals” (Murphy & Magulies, 2004, p. 2).
Many teachers believe their teaching deserves a superior rating. In Weisberg et
al.’s (2009) survey of six school districts with multiple ratings scales in their study, 77%
of tenured teachers and 49% of non-tenured teachers believed they should receive the
highest rating on their previous evaluation. In four districts with binary scales, 100% of
tenured teachers and 99% of not-tenured teachers believe they should receive the highest
rating on their most recent evaluation. Teachers were led to believe they are all of the
highest performers. Most teachers did not receive meaningful constructive feedback on
their evaluation. Many teachers who felt they were being singled out for their
shortcomings when others with poor performances were unaddressed. As a result of these
practices, a lack of belief in the system has been constructed within the culture of the
school (Weisberg et al., 2009). The school culture has often created an expectation of a
very high performance level, without a real assessment of teaching quality (Danielson &
McGreal, 2000). Often, percentages of effective teachers were in the 95% to 99% range
(Weisberg et al., 2009; Darling-Hammond et al., 1983). For example, Sartain et al. (2010)
noted that 91% of the teachers in the Chicago Public School district in 2008 received a
superior rating on a 4 level evaluation system consisting of unsatisfactory, satisfactory,
excellent or superior ratings. Even in Michigan, 97% of all educators were rated either
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effective or highly effective in both 2012 and 2013 (Michigan Department of Education,
2014).
Marzano (2003), concluded that teacher effectiveness with respect to student
growth is probably normally distributed consistent with a normal bell shaped distribution.
Further, a Michigan Department of Education study found that student growth data “had
little or no relationship to the likelihood that a teacher would be found “ineffective,”
“minimally effective,” “effective,” or “highly effective”” (Michigan Department of
Education, 2014, p. 2). In this Michigan study, formative assessment to provide
professional development and teacher improvement activities were often not provided.
“Another surprising finding was that districts were less likely to use the evaluations to
inform professional development support” (Michigan Department of Education, 2014, p.
10). The shortcomings of the summative process contributed to the shortcomings of the
formative process. A large majority of the teachers were categorized as similar. Top
performers and low performers are not differentiated. Wiesberg et al. (2009) stated
“excellent teachers cannot be recognized or rewarded, chronically low performing
teachers languish, and the wide majority of teachers performing at moderate levels do not
get the differentiated support and development they need” (p. 6). Brandt et al. (2007)
noted district procedures for evaluation must include, for example, who performs the
evaluation, when, and how often, as well as the content.
There is also a growing awareness of legal aspects to teacher evaluation processes
and systems. “Teacher evaluation systems must be legally defensible, useful, feasible,
and accurate measures of teacher performance” (Stronge, 2006, p. 12). Murphy and
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Magulies (2004) identified 11 key elements in a legally workable, successful
performance appraisal process. These include
clear instructions and training for performance raters, performance rater
familiarity with the nature and importance of job duties on which employee is
being rated and with employees actual performance, use of an appraisal system
that is as job-related and understandable as possible, precautions against improper
bias by performance raters, some additional level of review and signature beyond
the performance rater, some amount of monitoring to ensure uniform approach or
application of standards in the performance system, employee right to review and
comment, employee signature to signify reading of review but not necessarily
agreeing with any rating, employee right to appeal if the system is oriented toward
that, whether the system is numerical and traditional, or collaborative, some
means to ensure specific and mutually agreed on goals, and some statistical
evaluation for adverse impact. (p. 4)
These attributes should be included in any training process on evaluation provided to
anyone performing evaluations. In Brito vs. Zia Co., the 10th Circuit Court of Appeals in
1973 concluded that assessments based on “best judgments and opinions” of evaluators,
not on clear objective criteria supported by records, fail to produce sufficient evidence of
validity of the appraisal system (Barrett & Kernan, 1987; Rowland et al., 1983; Schuler,
1981).
Teachers can see an evaluation process based on student achievement as
threatening. Creativity and risk taking can be curtailed with a fear of failure. Many
individual components, outside inputs, student placement, and other teacher non-
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controllable factors have an impact on student learning. “Clear cut and comparable
measures of student performance are difficult to obtain” (Tucker & Stronge, 2005, p. 51).
A technically sound evaluation system may or may not guarantee an effective evaluation
process, however, “one that is technically flawed and irrational most assuredly will
guarantee failure” (Stronge, 2006, p. 9).
Evaluation Systems Essential Elements
“Many new evaluation systems have failed to achieve their desired outcomes, not
because of faulty design or lack of good intentions, but because schools and districts have
not provided sufficient resources to support the plans” (Danielson & McGreal, 2000, p.
19). There is a lack of knowledge of the design, and understanding of teacher evaluation
systems by both teachers and evaluators. The evaluation system should address the ‘who,
what, where, when, why and how’ of the procedures. The Measures of Effective Teaching
project funded by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation (2012) identified factors for
districts implementing new teacher evaluation systems. Among these factors are observer
training and certification for evaluators of teachers and administrators. Evaluators
“should be trained and expected to demonstrate their ability to use an observation
instrument accurately before beginning high stakes classroom observations” (p. 15).
Because of this factor there is significant variability in the processes and systems used in
teacher evaluation systems. Understanding these systems and processes is the
responsibility of human resources departments of school systems (Glazerman, Goldhaber,
Loeb, Raudenbush, Staiger, & Whitehurst, 2011).
The evaluation process should be a component of professional development for
administrators as well as teachers (Shakman et al., 2012; Brandt et al., 2007). “Principals
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must have access to and training on technology for collecting teacher evaluation data and
systems that provide professional development resources linked to evaluation metrics”
(National Association of Secondary School Principals, 2014, p. 6). “The most effective
performance appraisals systems have those who are performing the performance
appraisals are well trained, particularly when evaluating a person against the person’s job
requirements (Murphy & Magulies, 2004).
If the teacher evaluation process is to be a successful tool for improvement,
performance expectations and professional development to meet these needs must be
understood and agreed on by both teachers and evaluators. As noted earlier, RTTT
requires both teacher and principal input into teacher evaluation process. Teacher
evaluation systems which include both professional development and accountability can
meet the requirements of both the teachers as well as the school district and the
community (Stronge, 2006). A quality evaluation process will have a common
understanding of the evaluation process by both teachers and principals.
Common Vision. An important factor in teacher evaluation is the teacher and the
evaluator have the same vision for the evaluation process. “Shared vision is a discipline
for bringing into alignment the vision and efforts of people organization wide” (Raines,
2009, p. 2). Communication plays an important role in every phase of the teacher
evaluation process. The goals of the school, the goals of the teacher, and the interface
between the two should be known, aligned, and discussed by both the teachers and the
administration. The process for appraisal should be agreed on before the performance
appraisal (Rowland et al., 1983). A “clinical supervision model” (Stronge, 2006, p. 10)
which consists of a pre-conference, evaluation, and a post-conference for communication
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the evaluation process offers a more real expectation of the evaluation. Systematic
communication between the parties can maximize improvement and reduce unintended
consequences (Stronge, 2006).
Installation of a new evaluation system is a complex, expensive and presents
many challenges, including training, awareness and acceptance, a continuing review on
the application and implementation should be implemented when changing the system.
Including new content, such as student growth concepts, into an evaluation system could
involve a new evaluation system (Schuler, 1981). If the new evaluation is perceived to be
a quality system, the components of the evaluation system must properly evaluate the
performance of the teacher. The processes in teacher evaluation must be coordinated and
mutually dependent on each other, and inclusive of all components of the evaluation
system (Wagner et al., 1999).
Steele, Hamilton and Stecher (2010) suggested reliability and validity are
considerations to be addresses in any evaluation system. Reliability refers to the
consistency and repeatability of measurements of assessments and other factors used in
the evaluation process. When multiple raters are used, inter-rater consistency must be
considered for an effective evaluation. Validity refers to the inference of the
interpretations of an evaluation, and not the evaluation itself. External factors on
components of the evaluation can have an effect on the interpretation of evaluation, as
well as assessments. Other concerns include changes which result from non-annual
assessments, supplemental instruction, student’s changing teachers or schools, and team
teaching situations.
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Goals. For a teacher evaluation system to be successful for an organization, the
teacher’s individual goals must align with the goals of the organization. The teacher’s
developmental needs should also be part of the goal setting process. Development goals
should be aligned with improving current job performance and preparing for career
development (Kondrasuk, 2011; Pulakos, 2004; Rowland et al., 1983).
Evaluations should be centered on goals. The SMART Process – Specific,
Measurable, Achievable (or Attainable), Relevant (or Realistic) and Timely are
parameters which create a fair goal setting process which can be used for teacher
evaluation (Zahorsky, 2014). SMART was originally described by Peter Drucker in his
book The Practice of Management, but Drucker did not create the acronym (Lawler &
Hornyak, 2012; Morrison, 2010). SMART goals have been used in business, industry,
non-profits, and have begun being used in education (O’Niell, 2000). Schmoker (1999)
states “School success depends on how we select, define and measure progress, and how
we adjust effort toward goals” (p. 25). With the student growth mandate, and the
visibility this mandate is receiving, the evaluation procedure should follow this process.
The smart process is recognized as an effective goal setting process which can be used as
part of the teacher evaluation procedures. The “Measurement” component is what is
receiving most of the attention from the student growth mandate.
Goals should be established at the start of the evaluation cycle, and frequently
reviewed (Kondrasuk, 2011). Goals must be clear and concrete (Nolan & Hoover, 2004;
Schmoker, 1999). “Specific goals lead to higher performance than an attitude of ‘do your
best’” (Rowland et al., 1983). Schmoker (1999) added “specific goals are the most vital
ingredient of purpose. Improvement cannot improve without them” (p. 27). He added
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specific goals convey a message to teachers they are capable of improvement, allow
teachers to monitor their progress and promote a communication process.
“Goals must be … realistic, and measureable… effective goals must be data
driven” (Nolan & Hoover, 2004, p. 114). Data helps monitor and assess performance, and
should be used in working toward goals. Criterion based measurements create numerical
data which can be used for evaluation. In a teacher evaluation, “one must first answer the
question of what must be measured” (Kondrasuk, 2011, p. 64). The ‘who’ and ‘what’
should be detailed; the more specific the goal is, the easier it is to measure (U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services - Center for Disease Control, 2009). A
climate committed to goal measurement is needed for success; they tap into a person’s
sense of accomplishment, self-efficacy, and improvement (Schmoker, 1999). A
measurable goal should include an action plan which includes the steps required to
achieve the goal. Creating due dates for these steps can help keep the person on track to
meet the goal (Sanchez, 2007).
“Realistic goals are achievable goals, unrealistic goals are just dreams” (Sanchez,
2007, p. 1). For a goal to be attainable or achievable, the resources to meet the goal must
be available (Sanchez, 2007). Further, if a goal is perceived as achievable, it is more
likely to be met, and will lead to positive results overall (Rowland et al., 1983).
Achievable goals with high expectations must allow for a sense of satisfaction and
improvement (Schmoker 1999). Sanchez (2007) recommended rewarding ones’ self
when milestones or progress points are met.
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Realistic goals must address the objective the goal is set for, the activities which
do not relate directly to the goal will not help in achieving the goal (U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services - Center for Disease Control, 2009).
Goals should be timely, with start dates and completion dates, and should include
action plans with measurement data. When data is not acted on as created in a timely
manner, implementation is haphazard and does not lead to the desired improvement
(Schmoker, 1999).
Training and professional development. Professional development is an activity
where teachers and administrators receive training to meet the needs and challenges of
guiding students to higher standards and higher learning achievement levels. Professional
development should be a continual process, span several years, and be interactive with
the teacher evaluation procedures. The quality of training available is significantly better
than was available historically. If student learning and growth is to grow, training to help
identify, and analyze classroom performance is needed. If growth through professional
development is to be successful, time is needed to develop and implement the learning
developed from professional development.
In their 2011 study, the International Conference on Education and Education
Psychology notes there is a positive correlation between teacher assessment and training
needs for several factors (Procedia, 2011). “Perhaps the peskiest pocket of resistance in
the assessment revolution is the inadequate preparation of teachers and administrators in
the fundamentals of educational assessment” (Cizek, 2005, p. 21). Principals and others
making appraisals who are performing evaluations must be trained well in its process and
procedures, components, and execution so their judgments are “accurate, consistent, and
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based on evidence” (Danielson & McGreal, 2000, p. 22). “Most school administrators
have not been adequately prepared to evaluate teachers” (Nolan & Hoover, 2004, p. 204).
In their study on teacher evaluation policies in the Midwest, the National Center for
Education Evaluation only 8% of principals had required training for evaluators (Brandt
et al., 2007). A quality evaluation system will have both teachers and principals trained
to understand the components and procedures of evaluating the teacher. Continual
training is needed to maintain a high quality evaluation system to accommodate changes
in requirements, personal and professional growth, and other aspects for each teacher and
principal. This becomes particularly important in the event a defense of the appraisal is
required, as well as when used for promotional and reward criteria (Rowland et al., 1983;
Weisberg et al., 2009).
Similarly, teachers expect a fair evaluation from their principal. Those being
appraised should know what they are being appraised on. Even more important to
teachers is the understanding of the assessment process for their individual teacher
evaluation. “Teachers…need professional development to prepare them to engage
effectively in the teacher evaluation process” (Nolan & Hoover, 2004, p. 205). “Just as
student learning depends on the expertise of teachers, the expertise of teachers depends
on their professional development” (Rooney, 2007, p. 87). Training is needed to help
teachers understand the districts direction, and the rubric used for judging the teachers
practice, as well as training on the evaluation process, and how to use the various forms
of data for student growth (Shakman et al., 2012). The Education Alliance of Michigan
(2011) suggested providing training to all in the district, first to teachers, then to
evaluators. Areas of training should include effective teaching, development of goals,

58

data usage, feedback, and evaluation processes. Creation of a rubric provides a common
tool for the evaluation (Shakman et al., 2012). Creating an accurate and robust evaluation
system can provide information to make important personnel decisions, provide
professional development, and apply to areas of need (Weisberg et al., 2009). This is also
noted in the toolkit for educator evaluations: “Training and preparation will need to be
provided for all those being evaluated as well as those performing the evaluation to
ensure that the evaluation process is transparent, robust, and effective and is also
consistent with the system that is designed” (Educator Alliance of Michigan, 2011, p.
12).
In Michigan, the Education Alliance of Michigan (2011) identified training of
teachers and administrators as key component “linking the evaluation system to
professional development” and “provide training to all…” (p. 17) of an evaluation
process which includes student growth. Training on the new evaluation systems for
evaluators needs to include helping evaluators to understand the new requirements,
creating goals and objectives for evaluation, improve their skills in data and gathering
evidence for appraisal, giving formal and informal feedback, and using data for decision
making.
Most teachers and administrators have a weak understanding of statistics, the
interpretation and application of data, and the procedures for measurement. Hellrung and
Hartig (2013) referenced two studies which test teachers understanding of statistical
terminology and processes. Up to half of teachers in the studies did not know simple
statistical concepts. Professional development for teachers and administrators in data
analysis and statistics is needed, particularly if the student growth component is in the
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evaluation. They noted schools need “additional support and training in the interpretation
of data outcomes and their constructive use” (p. 180). In Michigan, an MDOE (2014)
report indicated over 75% of school districts used professional development needs as part
of the annual teacher evaluation process.
Most administrators do not understand the assessment processes of including
student growth into an evaluation. Further, neither do teachers. As teacher’s performance
requirements become numerous, such as including a student growth requirement,
evaluation process of teacher performance must also change. With a process containing
goals which are rigorous and transparent, using multiple measures such as authentic
assessments, and proper training is provided, the transition to the new system can be
made more acceptable. Providing feedback with training and professional development
provides direction for the participants of the process. The perception of the process can
be attributed to the success in implementing and executing the new system.
Professional development can be a valuable strategy for teacher retention (Ruhland &
Bremer, 2002). Marzano (2013) suggested a growth plan which includes written growth and
development, consisting of milestones and timelines, in areas deemed for improvement. The
development should include building on school-wide initiatives. Teachers generally know the areas
of their strengths and weaknesses, and “if provided a safe and respectful environment…will
concentrate their efforts at professional growth in those areas which have the greatest need”
(Danielson & McGreal, 2000, p. 25). The U.S. Department of Education (2009) noted effective
principals and teachers are life-long learners, continually working to improve their practice. Regular
training on processes and systems of evaluation can ensure accuracy in the evaluation process.
“States and school districts must annually provide principals with dedicated time during the school
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year for professional development and engagement with teachers, instructional staff members, and
support personnel on the various components of the evaluation systems and related tools” (The U.S.
Department of Education, 2009, p. 5).
The Carl D. Perkins Reauthorization Act of 2006 calls for “comprehensive
professional development … for career and technical education teachers, faculty,
administrators, and career guidance and academic counselors will be provided, especially
professional development” (U.S. Department of Education, 2006). Training for teachers
and administrators is funded to meet technical as well as performance requirements.
Thus, there are opportunities for teachers and principals for understanding of the teacher
evaluation systems.
Rigorous and transparent. “Teachers should be evaluated using clear, rigorous
performance expectations based on evidence of student learning” (The New Teacher
Project, 2011, p. 4). Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary (1977) defines rigor as “…the
quality of being unyielding or inflexible” (p. 998). Rigorous performance measurement
with constructive feedback help teachers to improve their teaching skills, and assist
districts in human resource practices (Shakman et al., 2012).
“The mere presence of transparent data can provide a powerful incentive for
improvement” (Fullan, 2008, p. 95). Problems in an organization are normal; what is
needed is a culture where it is normal to solve problems when they occur. Transparency
can be used for both accountability and improvement. Goals and objectives should be
open, and hidden factors and agendas not a part of a true evaluation process. Individuals
cannot be successful if their performance is judged by the whims and opinions of another.
People need to be able to track their performance against those goals and expectations
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placed on them (Fullan, 2008). Jack Welch, former Chief Executive Officer at General
Electric, changed from a culture of bureaucracy to transparency, opening the culture to
promote new ideas (Welch & Welch, 2005).
Processes
The evaluation of a teacher and administrator should be an ongoing process, a
continual process, and not a one-time event. The evaluation process should be integrated
into the daily processes of the organization. The teacher evaluation process should have
two objectives: accountability and professional development (Danielson & McGreal,
2000; Murphy & Margulies, 2004; Tucker & Stronge, 2005). Accountability should not
rest with the principal alone, but rather teachers own accountability for their own
improvement (The New Teacher Project, 2011). Mayer and Davis (1999) suggest the
acceptance of the teacher evaluation by both the teachers and principals have the best
chance for success. “Teacher evaluation processes most suited to accountability purposes
must be capable of yielding fairly objective, standardized, and externally defensible
information about teacher performance” (Darling-Hammond et al., 1983, p. 303). Goals
should be established jointly, expectations should be defined and reviewed, and the
process for evaluation should be understood by all parties (Schuler, 1981).
In their study on teacher evaluation policies in the Midwest, the National Center
for Education Evaluation found only 32% of districts replied that they communicated
their teacher evaluation policy to teachers. Of these “24% were through teacher contracts,
36% through their teacher handbooks, 36% through group orientations, and 33% through
one on one communications” (Brandt et al., 2007, p. 16). Many used more than one
method. Brandt et al. (2007) concluded the communication process “leads to questions of

62

consistency of the evaluation process, both within and across schools, and about the
criteria used in making decisions about professional development, tenure and
termination” (p. 16).
Among the performance appraisal attributes include identifying specific behaviors
or criterion which should be reinforced or discontinued, serving as a development tool,
providing a realistic assessment of an employee’s performance, and serving as a basis for
providing compensation changes, including retaining and discharging teachers (Murphy
& Margulies, 2004). The acceptability of a performance appraisal system and its
effectiveness is important to both those performing the appraisal and the person being
appraised (Mayer & Davis, 1999). Mayer and Davis (1999) suggested that a positive
perception of a performance system is created by providing clear, unambiguous feedback
on a person’s performance.
The appraisal process is a function of gathering consistent data on the
performance of an individual, focusing on results and behavior, discussing the goals,
objectives and results, and creating developmental plans for improvement (Nolan &
Hoover, 2004; Schuler, 1981). Figure 1 in Chapter 1 provides a pictorial of a teacher
evaluation appraisal process which can meet this function. When an entire staff’s
appraisals are reviewed, it provides a composite picture of the performance of teachers on
a teaching staff (Nolan & Hoover, 2004).
Feedback. The Education Alliance of Michigan (2011) calls for a teacher
evaluation on their performance to be “a formal communication tool for interaction
between supervisors and employees that should lead to improved performance, personal
growth, foster a process of change and continuous growth and improved student
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achievement” (p. 9). An evaluation system with communication can lead to a perception
of a quality process.
Effective feedback is not always easy to provide. Feedback should be on the
teacher’s performance, not the teacher. Feedback should be specific, focused on content
rather than personality, and take into account the needs of the person being given the
feedback (Marzano, 2003; Schuler, 1981). Teacher evaluations which have regular
feedback, with evaluations at regular intervals, can make the environment more efficient
and keep teachers involved. The evaluation should show where the teacher excels as well
as where they can improve, and how well they are following the goals established for
them (Kondrasuk, 2011; Rowland et al., 1983).
Feedback should focus on specific performance goals outlined in the evaluation,
and should include whether or not the teacher met each goal with respect to the standard
established beforehand (Rowland et al., 1983, DelPo, 2007). Feedback can provide the
opportunity to create new objectives and discuss goals of both the individual and
organization (Kondrasuk, 2011). Feedback should be discussed rather than imposed, and
timely, with a person (Schuler, 1981). These objectives can be for professional
development, career growth, as well as other objectives either for the teacher or principal.
The goal discussion can be individual, organizational, and include alignment of
individual goals with organizational goals as the change. Further, “few empirical studies
have measured how well teachers understand the feedback they are provided with,
whether they are able to use it effectively and whether such feedback provided to teachers
at the school level actually benefits student achievement” (Hellrung & Hartig, 2013, p.
175).
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Open dialog. Groundwork for communication should be established to create a
two way dialog creating good listening and constructive feedback. Hopkins (2006) noted
the teacher evaluation process “should allow open lines of communication, allow teachers
and principals to ask questions, engage in discussion express opinions and express their
comfort level with suggestions” (p. 1). Discussions about performance between the
employee and the supervisor can affect performance (Rowland et al., 1983). Before an
evaluation occurs, Nolan and Hoover (2004) suggested “a face to face pre-conferencing”
(p. 80) for establishing the evaluation, and a dialog on the concerns of both the teacher
and evaluator. “At the beginning of the performance management cycle, it is important to
review with employees their performance expectations, including both the behaviors
employees are expected to exhibit and the results they are expected to achieve during the
upcoming rating cycle” (Pulakos, 2004, p. 4). Schmoker (1999) noted people work more
“effectively, efficiently, and persistently… while gauging their efforts against results” (p.
2). If the evaluation system is a quality evaluation system, a continuous, open dialog will
foster two way communication for improvement in improved performance, and
ultimately an increase in the effectiveness of the evaluation system.
Cultural Change
“When accountability is the exclusive initiative of the legislature, the board of
education, or the superintendent, the inevitable consequence is the perception that
accountability is something “done to” students and teachers” (Reeves, 2004, p. 10). With
the change in the evaluation system based on legislation, the principal as the leader of the
school, must lead the change. Shakman et al. (2012) suggested six areas of focus for
implementing a change in processes:
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1) strong leaders lead with a morally compelling vision, 2) relationships are
established …to gain the trust of key stakeholders, 3) Stakeholders engage in an
iterative, collaborative change process with considerable involvement, 4) complex
relationships addressed, 5) accountability and support structures are aligned, and
6) recognize change takes place…implementation must be responsive to local
needs and environment. (p. 6)
Teachers and administrators expect the evaluation process to be professionally sound and
to have substance. A collaborative culture requires the evaluation process to have mutual
respect, and have professional dialogue. Collins (2001) stated “there’s a huge difference
between the opportunity to have your say and the opportunity to be heard” (p. 74). The
principal should create a culture where all have the opportunity for truthful and
constructive feedback, and for all to engage in dialog. Processes and procedures to train
teachers and evaluators on the evaluation system and expected levels of performance
represent a valuable step in developing a common understanding of what good teaching
and student learning actually is (Danielson & McGreal, 2000).
Student success in evaluation should not be about who is to blame, but rather
what needs to be done to improve student learning. A successful change in the evaluation
system requires a change in the way administrators and teachers think about the
evaluation process. To change the perception of the evaluation process, requires
“enlisting the cooperation and motivation of that person” (Darling-Hammond et al., 1983,
p. 314). Teacher evaluation is a complex process, and the evaluation tool must be fair and
accepted by both administrators and teachers (Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Sartain et al.,
2010). “The evaluation process must have meaningful implications, both positive and
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negative, in order to earn a sustained support from teachers and school leaders… to
contribute to the systematic improvement of the teacher workforce” (The New Teacher
Project, 2010, p. 8).
One of the primary goals of teacher evaluation is the improvement of individual
and collective teaching performance in schools. Effectively changing the behavior
of another person requires enlisting the cooperation and motivation of that person
in addition to providing guidance on the steps needed for improvement to occur.
(Darling-Hammond et al., 1983, p. 314)
A change in the culture to create a process where most evaluations are not punitive, but
rather meant for improvement, and a recognition that even good teachers can improve,
creating a school culture that prizes excellence, continuous improvement and growth is
vital for success of the new evaluation system (The New Teacher Project, 2010). A
quality evaluation system for teachers can provide a culture where new requirements can
be integrated into the evaluation system, and the perception of the system can
accommodate the change. My study provides data on teacher and perceptions of their
evaluation systems so changes, when required, can be anticipated.
Assessment of Student Growth
Student Growth and Measurement
Ultimately “Improvement in student learning should be the primary purpose of
any system of teacher supervision and evaluation” (Nolan & Hoover, 2004, p. 42).
Legislation has attempted to incorporate student learning into the evaluation process by
establishing student growth measures into a teacher’s and principal’s evaluation system.
“The law requires that student growth measures contribute significantly to educator
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evaluation” (Education Alliance in Michigan, 2011, p. 15). For the 2015-2016 school
year in Michigan, the mandate calls for 50% of a teacher’s evaluation be based on student
growth. Individual districts have responsibility for creating their own process for meeting
this mandate.
Research has shown the quality of teaching matters significantly (Tucker &
Stronge, 2005). “Teachers should be evaluated against clear, rigorous performance
expectations based primarily on evidence of student learning” (The New Teacher Project,
2011, p. 4). If the assumption that student learning is a measure of teacher performance,
then valid techniques must be used to assess student learning. “Unfortunately, valid
measures are far from assured” (Danielson & McGreal, 2000, p. 41). Effective instruction
requires a “teaching-learning-assessment” (Gronlund & Waugh, 2009, p. 3) process
where the assessment of both teaching and learning contribute to the evaluation.
Danielson and McGreal (2000) noted valid measures of learning assessment must be
available if the assumption that student learning is a measure of the quality of teaching.
With recently enacted federal and state legislation, accountability for student
growth as part of the teacher evaluation and administrator evaluation has become more
explicitly defined. The U.S. Department of Education (2009) defined student growth as
“the change in student achievement for an individual between two or more points in
time” (p. 14), and student achievement for non-tested grades and subjects is defined as
“alternative measures of student learning and performance such as students’ scores on
pre-tests and end of year tests; … and other measures that are rigorous and comparable
across all classrooms” (p. 14).
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The assessment of student growth should be based on content standards
describing what should be known at the beginning and end of the assessment period.
Historically, school districts relied on standardized tests commercially produced and
nationally used to measure growth from year to year. These tests allowed large scale
monitoring to track groups of students’ progress. Students are “measured” against
national norms. Comparisons from current scores against previous scores are used as the
measurement for growth. The assumption is the gain is reflective of the teacher’s
performance, and excludes outside factors in the student’s growth. Such skills as critical
thinking, skills requiring authentic assessment, and problem solving are not assessed. In
addition, these tests generally do not assess creative thinking skills such as designing an
experiment or creating planning processes. “It is impossible to assess, through traditional
testing methods, many aspects of student learning regarded as important, particularly in
the Information Age” (Danielson & McGreal, 2000, p. 41).
As the public, policymakers and legislators recognize the importance of student
growth measures, teachers should have, as an integral component of their evaluation, an
assessment based on their ability to provide instruction that delivers student growth.
School districts must find fair and equitable methods to measure student learning,
especially when high stakes decisions are made based on these measurements
(Danielson & McGreal, 2000). The evaluation should be a comprehensive review of
performance, with professional develop to address shortcomings and create additional
development for growth. The evaluation should recognize teachers perform at varying
levels in their instruction, as there are varying levels in teacher performance on the staff
(Croft et al., 2011). The evaluation should be an accurate, credible and detailed
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evaluation. Support for teachers should be provided in all aspects of the evaluation
(Shakman et al., 2012).
A significant part of student achievement is that students must share responsibility
for learning in the learning process. Wolpert-Gawron (2010) identified other factors in
student learning success include the student, family, and policymakers. Teachers can only
be held accountable for their contribution as a teacher, but not for what students do to
support their own learning. Learning cannot occur without student participation, and
teachers can only create the environment for students to learn.
Several sources of information can provide multiple measures for input. Too few
observations lead to sampling error. “Teacher evaluation should be built around a range
of sources of data and information, allowing teachers to demonstrate their mastery of
standard” (Danielson & McGreal, 2000, p. 78). Subjective evaluations by the observer
induce measurement error and produce low reliability.
Multiple Measures
Evaluation systems should measure the full range of the teacher’s performance.
“There is no way you can measure all of the important things a teacher does in the
classroom. But that doesn’t mean you shouldn’t be measuring the things that can be
measured” (Hill, 2000, p. 45). Care must be taken to ensure is not too narrow to
encompass all aspects of teaching (Ubben et al., 2003). “Measures should demonstrate
meaningful variation that reflects the full range of teacher performance in the classroom”
(Glazerman et al., 2011, p. 3).
“Multiple measures provide a more complete and stable picture of teaching
performance than can be obtained from measures based solely on scores on standardized
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tests” (Steele et al., 2010, p. 5). On the subject of tying teacher effectiveness to student
testing, Secretary of Education Arne Duncan said multiple measures should be looked at,
but stressed the connection between scores and teacher performance. ““To say there’s no
correlation there, or there shouldn’t be a correlation there, defies logic.” Duncan added
“I’ve said repeatedly you have to look at multiple measures. One of those measures is
student achievement”” (as cited in Rich, 2009, p. 1). Michigan requires multiple
measures as part of teacher evaluations. Evaluation using “student growth as determined
by multiple measures of student learning, including national, state or local assessments or
other objective criteria, as significant factors” are recommended by the Education
Alliance of Michigan in their toolkit for evaluation (2011, p. 9). The MDOE report on the
use of multiple measures indicated 69.1% of school districts in 2013, 20% or more of
their evaluation on student growth, and 7.8% did not use any student growth as a
component in evaluation (MDOE, 2014).
Multiple measures should include aspects of teacher performance, some of which
not typically measured. These include teacher preparation and presentation, classroom
environment, professional and community responsibilities and instructional practices, in
addition to student growth. In CTE these measures can include student work-based
learning experiences, attainment of certifications and licensures, and meeting levels of
technical and soft skills required for a given profession. Teachers should utilize
assessment and accountability data to establish student learning goals, including progress
and reflection of the data (Steele et al., 2010).
“We know that although academic achievement is important, …teachers are
expected to foster many more kinds of achievement; we also expect student growth in
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citizenship, occupational development, and effective qualities like civility and
persistence” (Peterson et al., 2001, p. 4). Measurement of soft skills can be ambiguous
and subjective. Returns are gradual from training, and often intangible, and “are designed
to improve or enhance the underlying social behaviors and influencing characteristics of
the participant” (Onisk, 2015, p. 1). Onisk notes these skills are often intuitive, and
difficult to quantify. Yet these are skills which employers look for.
School-wide Growth versus Individual Student Growth
Student growth can be characterized in two ways – school or classroom-wide
student growth, and individual student growth. The effect of NCLB was to measure
school-wide growth. An advantage of using school-wide performance measures as a
factor in teacher evaluations is it may encourage collaboration among peers to address
many factors. This can include curricular alignment, team teaching, assessing strengths
and weaknesses of colleagues, as well as other measures. A disadvantage of this is
teachers are held accountable for their own students, as well as for students they do not
teach (Steele et al., 2010). One concern of team teaching is the difficulty to determine
which teacher provides any amount of impact on a student’s growth.
RTTT requires a focus on individual student growth measures. Section D (2) (i)
states “Establish clear approaches to measuring student growth… and measure it for each
individual student” (U.S. Department of Education, 2009, p. 9). It also requires teacher
and principal involvement in the development of a feedback loop, professional
development, and use of multiple rating categories. It requires a process for retention and
promoting, as well as increased compensation for highly effective teachers, and removing
ineffective teachers based on the evaluation system.
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In CTE, school-wide growth measures involving growth data from multiple career
clusters. Growth in traditional schools typically uses standardized tests; in CTE centers
growth must be measured using performance requirements assigned to a given career
cluster. Both teachers and principals require an understanding of the performance
requirements for a given CTE cluster, yet principals often may not have the pedagogy to
understand in detail the technical aspects for each career area.
There is wide agreement that student growth is an important criterion for
measurement of teacher effectiveness (Marzano, 2012; Tucker & Stronge, 2005; Ubben
et al., 2004). “Growth measures have been shown to be a better indicator of teacher
effectiveness than teacher graduate degrees, certification, and experience after the initial
five years of experience” (Marzano & Toth, 2013, p. 24). Using test scores from new
student growth measurements systems is one method. “One strong point of agreement
among measurement experts is that growth measures can and should be part of a set of
multiple measures” (Marzano & Toth, 2013, p. 24). Teaching experience bears a small
relationship to teacher effectiveness, and only for a short period at the beginning of their
careers (Procedia, 2011; Steele et al., 2010); multiple data sources provide better
documentation for teacher evaluation.
Marzano and Toth (2013) described characteristics for a multiple evaluation
process. These include value-added measures (VAM’s), multiple observations by
multiple observers, out of classroom behaviors including preparation and forethought,
individual strengths and weaknesses and collaboration, and inclusion of pedagogical
improvements. Successful teaching is a complex task. To evaluate this complex process,
Tucker and Stronge (2005) developed a four component system for evaluation: formal
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observations, informal observations, portfolios, and academic goal setting. Academic
goal setting links student achievement to teacher instruction by linking goals to student
growth by measuring academic progress.
Measurement of student achievement and student growth can be conducted using
standardized tests. These tests measure a student’s level of achievement at the time the
test is given. The individual results are compared with an established set of answers, and
can be used for comparison with large numbers of test takers to establish a norm. It is
logical to assume these tests can be used to measure student achievement, as the student’s
score represents a position in a population.
Opponents of standardized tests believe that these tests do not measure teaching
effectively. Toch and Rothman (2008) noted several problems with standardized tests.
Teachers work with a variety of students who have different capabilities, strengths,
weaknesses, demographics, starting points, and other factors. Teachers may not provide
the most comprehensive instruction, as they adjust their curriculum to teach to the test.
Further, many studies indicate economic criteria play an important role in student
achievement. These factors are not controllable by the teacher.
Another measure is to measure the amount of increased student learning from a
baseline over a defined period of time (Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Sanders & Rivers,
1996; Ubben et al., 2004). This concept is called value-added measurement. The concept
of student growth prediction is that a student will grow at the same rate as the previous
period, and the concept controls for other factors such as economic or race (Sanders &
Rivers, 1996). Marzano and Toth (2013) described a value-added measurement
assessment as a measure for gauging how much students have learned in a specific
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amount of time, particularly in a given school year. Stated another way, “it reflects how
much ‘value’ has been added to the development of a child by his or her schooling”
(Ubben et al., 2004, p. 139). The underlying principle of value-added growth measures is
that higher student growth scores indicate teachers performing at a higher level than those
with lower scores.
“The VAM research emerged in the 1990’s which coincidentally parallels the
time in which teacher education began to be defined as a policy problem” (Lasley et al.,
2006, p. 16). Over the past decade or so, a number of attempts to establish a quantitative
basis for teacher evaluation have been proposed and implemented. They are usually
referred to by the generic term “value-added models” (Braun, 2005, p. 5). “In an attempt
to measure student learning, many growth models have been developed. Of those models,
the “value-added” approach has emerged as the method of choice to estimate the
contributions that specific teachers and schools make to the growth in student learning”
(National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, 2012, p. 9).
Two factors have contributed to recent interest in VAM. “First, in theory, VAM
has the potential to separate the effects of teachers and schools on student performance
from the powerful effects of non-educational factors such as family background
(McCaffrey, Koretz, Lockwood, & Hamilton, 2004, p. 2). Value-added models attempt
to control a variety of characteristics, including a student’s prior achievement, in an
attempt to isolate individual teacher impact on individual student learning (Steele et al.,
2010). Second, some “recent VAM studies purport to show very large differences in
effectiveness among teachers” (McCaffrey et al., 2004, p. 2). Value-added models
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statistically combine test scores achieved by students of each teacher over time (Winters,
2012). Teachers are compared with other teachers based on these scores.
“Value-added has a prominent role in new evaluation systems for several reasons,
including a burgeoning research literature that demonstrates that value-added measures
predict future teacher ability to raise student test scores better than principal ratings and
teacher attributes such as years of experience or advanced coursework” (Glazerman et
al., 2011, p. 1). “Although value-added systems have school and teacher value-added
scores as their core, more importantly, value-added assessments allow schools to conduct
detailed analyses of their curriculum and instruction to find where their weaknesses lie. It
can become immediately evident where lack of growth is occurring in particular grades,
subjects or classrooms” (Ubben et al., 2004, p. 139).
For example, Goldhaber and Hansen (2010) developed a linear model to estimate
the teacher effectiveness in North Carolina based on student achievement data. “These
results suggest VAM (value-added measurements) teacher effect estimates are better
indicators of teacher quality (at least measured by standardized tests) than observable
teacher attributes, even with a three year lag between the time that the estimates are
derived and student achievement predicated” (Goldhaber & Hansen, 2010, p. 2). “One
attraction of VAMs is that this approach to accountability differs in a critical way from
the adequate yearly progress (AYP) provisions of the NCLB Act” (Braun, 2005, p. 6).
As another example, the Tennessee Value-added Assessment System (TVAAS),
implemented in 1995, utilizes a statistical model based on annual growth gains in student
achievement, and not based on standards. The system is a longitudinal test system with
annual data collection over several years on each student. An advantage is demographic
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issues are removed using TVAAS (Sanders & Rivers, 1996). Each student’s previous
academic progress is used to develop an anticipated growth rate. Results are collected on
each student each year, and “comparative performance information for the state, school
districts, schools, and individual classrooms” (Tucker & Stronge, 2005, p. 72). The
TVAAS was used in several school districts to restructure failing schools. “Researchers
were able to document greater student gains in restructured schools than non-restructured
schools and determine what reform designs worked better in which schools” (Tucker &
Stronge, 2005, p. 75).
Not all, however, agree with the effects of value-added measurement analyses.
“Researchers have pointed out that value-added estimates for individual teachers
fluctuate from year to year and can be influenced by factors over which the teacher has
no control” (Glazerman et al., 2011, p. 4). The report Gathering Feedback for Teaching
(2012), sponsored by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, found low coefficients of
correlation for student scores and traditional VAM’s. “In fact, if one were to take these
coefficients at face value, they would indicate very little relationship between teacher
observation scores and student growth” (Marzano, 2012, p. 11).
Indeed, using value-added measurements for an individual teacher is based on the
belief that using specific test scores for a teachers’ students is a measure of the teacher’s
effectiveness. “This attribution, however, assumes student learning is measured well by a
given test, is influenced by the student alone, and is independent from the growth of
classmates and other aspects of the classroom context. None of these assumptions is well
supported by current evidence” (Darling-Hammond, Amrein-Beardsley, Haertel, &
Rothstein, 2012, p. 8), and these techniques “are susceptible to a number of sources of
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bias, depending on decisions about how the modeling is executed and on the quality of
the data on which models are based” (McCaffrey et al, 2004, p. 1). Steele et al. (2010)
noted measurement error due to many factors such as small class size, student movement,
prior errors, and excessive test preparation can play a significant factor in value-added
measurements. Braun (2005) defined the statistical effectiveness of a teacher as “the
difference between the average gain that would be obtained by a class taught by this
teacher and the average gain that would be obtained by that same class if taught by the
average teacher in the district” (p. 7).
Another negative issue is that often student growth is measured on a year-to-year
continuum, without continual teacher input. Measurements are based on state or other
fixed standards, and students do not start at the same achievement level, nor learn at the
same rate. Baker (2010) concluded value-added measures without control measures for
non-random student assignments in classrooms makes assessment statistically unfounded
conclusions on teacher effectiveness in using value-added measurements. He notes
inferential statistics by their definition require random sampling. VAM schools are
populated with students from a particular community, and are usually composed of
similar ethnicity, income, and other demographic similarities. “School systems do not
operate by randomization” (Braun, 2005, p. 7). Students and teachers are placed usually
by factors in accordance with district policies, procedures and agreements.
“VAM is not a perfect measure of teacher quality because, like any statistical test,
it is subject to random measurement errors” (Winters, 2012, p. i). “A major source of
debate about the methods of estimating teacher performance is the statistical reliability of
such measures and whether they are sufficiently precise to support attaching
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consequences to them” (Glazerman et al. 2011, p. 6). Further, VAM needs at least 3 years
of data to be effective as a measuring tool (Peterson et al., 2001). Other studies (Braun,
2005; Darling- Hammond, et al. 2012; National Research Council, 2009) have concluded
that value-added modeling is not always an appropriate measure for evaluating teacher
performance.
Despite the differences in perceptions of VAM’s, Yettick (2014) noted from a
Tulane University study of Florida principals that “teachers with a very good value-added
ratings were more likely to get very good ratings from principals” (p. 10). The RTTT
legislation, as reported in the Manhattan Institute for Policy in 2012, notes that student
growth measures such as VAM “can be a useful piece of a comprehensive evaluation
system. Claims that it unreliable should be rejected” (Winters, 2012, p. 7).
In their conclusion from research on multiple school districts utilizing multiple
measures of student performance in teacher evaluations, Steele et al. (2010)
recommended that multiple measures of teacher performance be used which include a
value-added measure, as well as other methods of teacher effectiveness. These other
methods include student growth, professional development, and school-wide
contributions.
Michigan Assessments
Based on a 2013 study, 419 districts in Michigan used the MEAP and MME state
assessments, 368 used the ACT Plan test, and 226 used the ACT college entrance exam
for student achievement data with their teacher evaluation systems. These are summative
assessments of student growth, and “it is worth noting…these summative assessments
provide only a single data point, while true measures of student growth require two or
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more data points” (Michigan Department of Education, 2014, p. 8). In addition, these
tests are not administered to all students each year, cover only limited subjects, and do
not have diagnostic tools imbedded in the testing and reporting process. These Michigan
districts therefore did not use a true measurement of student growth, nor value-added
measurement data in teacher evaluation.
Some findings from the 2013 survey, using regression analysis, included “The
percentage of student growth data used in year-end teacher evaluations appears to have
little or no relationship to a rating of “effective” of “highly effective”” (Michigan
Department of Education, 2014, p. 12). Other findings included, holding all other factors
equal, that a female teacher is more likely to receive a “highly effective” rating than a
male teacher. Others more likely to receive a highly effective rating include a minority
teacher, a longer tenured teacher, teachers with a Master’s degree, teachers who are
teaching outside their area of certification, and teachers with a professional certification.
CTE teachers would mostly fall into this category of those with a professional
certification and may have received a higher evaluation (Michigan Department of
Education, 2014). The survey was viewed as collecting base line data, and did not gather
qualitative data or perceptions from teachers or administrators in the survey.
Chapter 2 Summary
“The use of student achievement data in teacher appraisal systems remains
controversial” (Tucker & Stronge, 2005, p. 56), and “as a measure of teacher
effectiveness has raised more questions for districts than they have answers” (Shakman et
al., 2012, p. 21). The use of federal funding to provide money to schools in the 1960’s
began the first real push for accountability in schools. Money was loosely intended to be
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tied to student accountability. As further legislation was passed, increasing measures of
accountability gradually were included. Legislation at the turn of the century began to
stress greater accountability, with more detailed requirements being demanded by states
and districts to receive funding. Requirements have been placed on teachers and
administrators to match teacher performance to student growth components.
Most principals have tried to maintain a collegial relationship with their teachers
(Brandt et al., 2007), and the teacher evaluation systems have created this contradiction
of responsibility: the collegiality versus the appraisal. Both principals and teachers should
receive training on performance appraisals including statistical methods for analysis of
student growth components. Principals and teachers should have the perception that their
evaluation system is a quality process.
Historically, teachers have not been required to have a comprehensive
performance appraisal, with only a short classroom visitation annually constituting the
review. Further, most teachers do not have backgrounds in data and statistics to
understand what their results mean. “Teachers…generally have problems in reviewing
assessment results systematically” (Hellrung & Hartig, 2013, p. 180).
CTE teachers have different teaching content to cover than traditional secondary
school teachers including career and professional skills, work-based learning, and
experiential learning teaching (Clark, Threeton, & Ewing, 2010). The end assessment of a
CTE student can be authentic and result in licensure or certification in their area. Further,
questions arise as to the training teachers have been provided to understand the new
teacher evaluation/ performance appraisal process. The question arises do teachers really
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perceive the evaluation system they are being evaluated on is a quality system? Do the
principals also perceive they are using a quality system?
“A good measure of success is how those appraised…perceive the accuracy and
fairness of the program. A program that is seen as fair and personalized…will likely be
motivational. A good first step in deciding whether changes are needed in a performance
appraisal system may be a survey of management and employee attitudes about appraisal
practices and compensation” (Murphy & Magulies, 2004, p. 6). My study is important as
it provides perceptional data to stakeholders on how the teacher evaluation process with
the addition of the student growth component is viewed, and whether there is alignment
between the perceptions of the evaluator and the teacher being evaluated. Although the
requirement of a “rigorous, transparent and fair performance evaluation” (Michigan P.A.
205 of 2009) is for all teachers, the practice does not identify certain academic content
such as CTE. It requires professional development in individual assessment of evaluative
components in the teacher evaluation, but not professional development on the inclusion
of student growth criteria into the teacher evaluation process.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study was to investigate teachers’ and principals’ perceptions
of their teacher evaluation processes, which now include a mandated student growth
component, at CTE centers in Michigan. Teachers and their principals’ understanding of
teacher evaluation procedures, components, and training was explored. In addition, this
study investigated to what extent the perceptions of such teachers regarding the
components and procedures in their evaluation have impacted their perceived
improvement in their teaching practice.
Research Design
Several topics which can contribute to the perception of teacher evaluations were
considered for this study. One topic was whether the evaluation process effectively
includes the mandated components of student growth, and being fair, transparent, and
rigorous, as well as including other non-mandated components of an effective evaluation
process such as goals, content measurement, clarity of procedures, role understanding of
teachers and principals, and feedback and professional development leading to a
perceived change in teacher performance. A common understanding of the evaluation
procedures and its components was a second key topic for this study. A third topic was
whether the changes in the evaluation system based on mandates have impacted
perceived teacher performance.
The design of this study was to gather data using an online survey format. “A
survey design provides a quantitative or numeric description of trends, attitudes or
opinions of a population by studying a sample of that population” (Creswell, 2009, p.
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145). A survey provides a quick data gathering method, with statistical methods used to
process data for analysis. Survey research offers the ability of the researcher to tailor
questions to specific points in the inquiry. Surveys can also be used to investigate
relationships between points of interest in the investigation. “In fact, surveys are often the
only means of obtaining a representative description of traits, beliefs, attitudes, and other
characteristics of the population” (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010, p. 236). Surveys
offer quick turnaround for data collection. Creswell refers to the “economy of design” (p.
156) as a characteristic of surveys.
A Likert style survey generates ordinal data. Allen and Seaman (2007) noted
Likert scales can be used as interval data when the data can be categorized as indexes.
The groups should pass the Cronbach’s alpha test of inter-correlation, however. Topic
questions will become variables if they have high Cronbach’s alpha correlation
coefficients. Several components which formulate the evaluation process were included
in the survey. The levels of satisfaction for components of the evaluation, including
student achievement performance goals, student growth component measurement, soft
skills measures, clarity of evaluation procedures, teacher’s and principal’s roles, feedback
and discussion, and professional development are the independent variables in this study.
The dependent variable is the perceived improvements in teacher planning and
performance, and perceived student achievement.
The survey first asked whether the responder is a teacher or a principal/teacher
evaluator, and directed to a set of questions addressing their position.
For teachers, the survey topic questions investigated the teacher’s position on the
12 variables for teachers, and investigated the first research question, which is to what
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extent do CTE teachers perceive that the teacher evaluation system using goals,
measurement and feedback, with a student growth element used by their district, properly
evaluates their performance. The survey questions investigated the principal’s position on
the seven variables for the principal, and investigated the second research question, which
is to what extent do principals in these CTE centers perceive that their teacher evaluation
systems effectively measures the content as set forth by state standards for their
individual CTE teachers? The third research question asked to compare differences
between the teachers and principals. Differences provided information whether a
perception of several factors in the evaluation process was evident. The fourth question
asks to what extent the components of an evaluation procedure affected the perceived
level of improvement for teachers through diagnosis of student learning, and by using
planning and performance feedback. A comparison of inputs and outcomes provided
information for this question.
Population
The population consisted of all teaching staff members and principals at 37 CTE
centers in Michigan. In this study, the survey was sent to all known members of the
population, and those who responded were the sample used in this study. It is important
that the members of the survey be active employees at a CTE center, and not a teacher of
a CTE class at a traditional high school, to minimize the effect of traditional high school
environment and policies on the survey. Teacher and principal email addresses were
obtained from each CTE center’s website. One potential weakness may be the
inaccuracies of the email address lists posted on the websites of all CTE centers. A
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second may be the inclusion of non-teaching personnel, such as paraprofessionals, in the
directory of each CTE center. All email addresses remained confidential.
Instrumentation
The data collection was a cross-sectional, electronically on-line administered
questionnaire designed specifically for this study, and is included in Appendix B. To
develop this survey, questions from the literature review on the student growth mandate
and teacher evaluation processes were created. Separate, but similar survey questions for
teachers and principals were created. In addition, 4 demographic questions were created
for CTE center teaching or leadership experience.
The Martel CTE Center Teacher Evaluation Analysis Survey was the survey tool
designed specifically for this survey. The instrument was created using the Advanced
Survey Monkey™ online survey program. Reliability and validity data do not exist for
this survey since it was designed specifically for this study. A pilot study helped address
some concern with content validity. The survey format used a six point Likert type scale.
An email with a request to respond to a survey was sent to participants requesting they
access the survey via a hyperlink. Identity and source of the respondents was not
collected. When accessing the survey, the initial page included a ‘participation consent’
statement that by continuing with the survey, the respondent agreed to participate.
The teacher survey was divided into three sections; the first group has 12 content
questions, the second group has four questions in demographic area, and the third group
included two open ended questions at the end of the survey. In the first section, the first
content question asked participants about measures of the student achievement
performance goals, and consisted of ten questions. The second content area question
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asked participants about measurement of student growth, and consisted of eight
questions. The third content area question asked participants about soft skills growth and
consisted of six questions. The fourth content area question asked participants about the
clarity and input of the evaluation procedures, and consisted of six questions. The fifth
content area question asked participants about the principal’s knowledge and role, and
consisted of five questions. The sixth content area question investigated feedback and
discussion, and consisted of seven questions. The seventh content area question asked
participants about training and professional development in the evaluation process and
consisted of four questions. The eighth content area question asked participants about
understanding of evaluation metrics, and consisted of four questions. The ninth content
area question asked about the teacher’s application of the evaluation metrics, and
consisted of six questions. The tenth content area question asked about the teachers asks
about outcomes of teacher planning, and had four questions. The 11th content area
question asked about the teachers outcomes of teacher performance, and had seven
questions. The 12th content area question asked about the teachers asks about data usage,
and had three questions.
The second section asked for demographic data on licensure, career cluster,
history and professional experience and had four questions. The third section consisted of
two open ended questions about benefits and improvements, and was asked at the end of
the survey.
The principal survey was divided into three sections. The first section has seven
content area questions. The second section has four questions in demographic area. The
third section has two open ended questions at the end of the survey. The first content area
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question asked participants about measures of the student achievement performance
goals, and consisted of four questions. The second content area question asked
participants about the clarity and input of the evaluation procedures, and consisted of six
questions. The third content area question investigated feedback and discussion, and
consisted of seven questions. The fourth content area question asked participants about
training and professional development in the evaluation process and consisted of four
questions. The fifth content area question asked participants about understanding of
evaluation metrics, and consisted of three questions. The sixth content area question
asked participants about training and professional development for teacher growth and
consisted of three questions. The seventh content area question asked about the
principal’s perception of outcomes of teacher performance, and had seven questions.
The second section asked for demographic data on licensure, history and
professional experience and had four questions. The third section consisted of two open
ended questions about benefits and improvements, and were asked at the end of the
survey.
Pilot testing to determine the clarity of the questions was performed on a
compliment of CTE non-teaching professionals from a CTE enter in Michigan. The pilot
test helped detect flaws in the process of implementing the survey. The data from the
pilot test was not used in the research. Content, question clarity, accuracy, and the
amount of time to complete the survey, as well as additional input in the form of
feedback was requested. Its feedback was analyzed and used to improve the survey, and
helped increase the validity of the survey. Updates were incorporated and tested prior to
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an updated Western Michigan University Human Subjects Institutional Review Board
approval.
Survey Process and Data Collection
Prior to conducting the survey, Human Subjects Institutional Review approval
was obtained from Western Michigan University’ IRB (see Appendix A). In order to
protect the confidentiality of the respondents, identity and location of respondents was
not tabulated or reported. Survey Monkey ™ online access for survey was used for this
survey, and has built in security provisions so that data access is limited to the researcher.
Data generated was analyzed using IBM SPSS™ v.22 software, and is kept on a file at
Western Michigan University by the primary researcher.
The survey was an online cross-sectional survey of all known teachers and
principals in high school CTE centers in Michigan. E-mail addresses of teachers and
principals for all high school CTE centers were obtained via a two part process. A
preliminary list of email addresses was requested and obtained from Allen, P. (2014), as
used for her previous dissertation research. At the same time, an online search of faculty
and staff member lists from CTE centers in Michigan was performed. A comparison was
made to create a more up-to-date email list. An email was sent from my Western
Michigan University email address to all teachers and principals requesting their
participation in the survey, with a link to the survey. The survey was available for a threeweek window for participants to respond. By providing the survey to all members of the
population, stratification is not an issue.
An introductory email letter to each participant requesting participation in the
study and detailing the purpose of the survey, the procedure for electronic access to the
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survey, its purpose and importance, and use of the data, was sent with a link to the
survey, and included a thank you note for their response (see Appendix C). A second
email one week later was sent (see Appendix D). A third email approximately one week
after the second email was sent (see Appendix E).
Dillman (1991) identified three non-observational errors in sampling: sending
error, non-coverage errors, and non-response errors. Sending errors can occur from
inaccuracies in the email address lists. Sending to all known members reduces the risk of
sampling error of a randomly selected population, and non-coverage errors because all
known members of the population were selected. Non-response errors were addressed by
using multiple response request emails to elicit responses to minimize errors.
Participants were asked to complete a web-based survey consisting of 12 content
area questions for teachers, and consisting seven content area questions for principals,
with ordered choices. The first question was an identifying question which asked whether
the participant is a teacher or principal, and directed to the appropriate questionnaire by
Survey Monkey™. Each subsequent question allowed participants to rate the importance
value placed on each item. These questions had a six point horizontal scale with forced
choice options. Response options on these scales ranged from strongly disagree to
strongly agree. Participants could skip questions, choose not to answer any questions, or
exit the survey at any point. Demographic questions allowed for nominal data, so data
could be obtained for teaching and certification experience. Respondents provided data
by answering the questions in the questionnaire. Survey responses were kept on the
electronic survey tool until data analysis began. The open ended questions for both
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teachers and principals asked for feedback on benefits and recommended changes to the
evaluation system.
Data Analysis
The content of the Martel CTE Center Teacher Evaluation Analysis Survey
investigated perceptions of growth components by teachers and principals in teacher
evaluations. Input variables included the goals and their measurements, the academic and
soft skills content, procedures, teacher and principal roles, feedback, and training and
professional development. The outcome variables were perceived improved planning,
improved teacher performance and student achievement.
The survey items are grouped in two categories, as noted in Figure 1 in Chapter 1,
including Inputs and Outcomes. The Input variables are: clear and relevant student
achievement performance goals; the effective student growth component measurements;
effective soft skills growth measurements; clear evaluation procedures and input;
principal’s knowledge and role; adequate feedback and discussion with principal;
adequate professional development; and understanding evaluation metrics. These are the
independent variables for the study.
The Outcome variables are the better diagnose teaching and learning perception;
improved planning; and improved dialogue; and student improvement, and are the
dependent variables. Descriptive statistics were used to create response profiles for each
survey question. A Cronbach’s Alpha was conducted on each content question to
determine if there is enough correlation between items in each of the questions to allow
creation of related content variables. Cronbach’s Alpha is a coefficient of reliability, it is
an estimate of how closely related a set of items in a construct are.
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Research question 1 states: To what extent do CTE teachers in the CTE centers in
one Midwestern state perceive that their teacher evaluation systems, which now include a
student growth element, effectively measures the content they are teaching as set forth by
state standards? Table 1 addresses this research question and lists survey question number
with its variable name, the category of the variable and the descriptive statistics used for
each survey question. Table 1 also lists the new variables of to be created with the
teacher’s data.
Table 1
Assignment of Questions for Teachers
Survey
Question
2
(10 items)
3
(9 items)
4
(6 items)
5
(6 items)
6
(5 items)
7
(6 items)
8
(4 items)
9
(4 items)
10
(6 items)
11
(4 items)
12
(7 items)
13
(3 items)

New Teacher Variables
Effective student achievement
performance goals
Effective student growth
measurement
Effective soft skills growth

Category
Input

Clear evaluation procedures
and input
Principal knowledge and role

Input

Adequate feedback

Input

Adequate professional
development
Understanding the evaluation
metrics
Better diagnose teaching and
learning
Better teacher planning

Input

Input
Input

Input

Input
Outcome
Outcome

Enhanced dialogue

Outcome

Student improvement

Outcome
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Statistics
Frequency, Mean,
Standard Deviation
Frequency, Mean,
Standard Deviation
Frequency, Mean,
Standard Deviation
Frequency, Mean,
Standard Deviation
Frequency, Mean,
Standard Deviation
Frequency, Mean,
Standard Deviation
Frequency, Mean,
Standard Deviation
Frequency, Mean,
Standard Deviation
Frequency, Mean,
Standard Deviation
Frequency, Mean,
Standard Deviation
Frequency, Mean,
Standard Deviation
Frequency, Mean,
Standard Deviation

Research question 2 states: To what extent do principals in these CTE centers
perceive that their teacher evaluation system effectively measures the content as set forth
by state standards for their individual CTE teachers? Table 2 addresses this research
question and lists survey question number with its variable name, the category of the
variable and the descriptive statistics used for each survey question. Table 2 also lists the
new variables created for the principal’s data.
Table 2
Assignment of Questions for Principals
Survey
Question
2
(4 items)
3
(6 items)
4
(7 items)
5
(4 items)
6
(3 items)
7
(3 items)
8
(7 items)

New Principals Variables
Effective student achievement
performance goals
Effective evaluation procedures

Category
Input
Input

Adequate feedback

Input

Adequate professional development

Input

Better diagnose teaching and
learning
Better teacher planning

Outcome

Enhanced dialogue

Outcome

Outcome

Statistics
Frequency, Mean,
Standard Deviation
Frequency, Mean,
Standard Deviation
Frequency, Mean,
Standard Deviation
Frequency, Mean,
Standard Deviation
Frequency, Mean,
Standard Deviation
Frequency, Mean,
Standard Deviation
Frequency, Mean,
Standard Deviation

Research question 3 states: To what extent are there differences between the two
perceptions? Research question 3 analyses any differences between the responses from
teachers and principals. Table 3 profiles the survey questions for teachers with a similar
question from the principals.
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Table 3
Comparison of Survey Questions between Teachers and Principals
Teacher
Question
2
5
6
8
10
11
12

Content Questions
Student achievement performance goals
Evaluation procedures
Feedback
Professional development
Evaluation metrics
Outcomes of teacher planning
Outcomes of teacher performance

Principal
Question
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Research question 4 states: To what extent do the teachers’ perceptions about the
implementation of various teacher evaluation system components predict their
perceptions about the impact of such components on their teaching performance?
Regression analysis is a statistical process for predicting relationships between a
dependent variable and one or more independent variables (Mendenhall & Sincich,
2012). A Cronbach’s alpha was conducted to determine correlation for each content area
question. If the Cronbach’s alpha was greater than 0.70, the content area question became
a collapsed variable. Grand means were calculated for each collapsed variable. A linear
regression analysis was performed to on each collapsed variable to determine to what
extent the input variables can predict the outcome variables for the teacher responses. A
step wise linear regression analysis was performed on the input collapsed variables
identified to determine which questions in the input variable had an impact on the
outcome collapsed variable.
Demographic data for teachers was obtained in teacher’s questions 14 and 15.
Frequency and percentages for each career cluster were calculated for questions 16, and
descriptive statistics including mean and range for the 4 responses of question 17.
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Demographic data for principals was obtained in principal’s questions 9 through 13.
Percentages were calculated for questions 9, 10, and 11, and descriptive statistics
including mean and range for the 4 responses of question 12.
Limitations and Delimitations
This study was delimited to teachers and principals in Career and Technical
Education centers in Michigan. The results of this study cannot necessarily be
generalized to the population of teachers or principals in non-CTE schools, or to areas
outside CTE. Because this mandate is specific to education professionals in Michigan, it
cannot be projected to education in other Midwestern states. Despite this delimitation,
this data can be used as a reference, as no current data could be found regarding the
perception of CTE teachers and CTE principals on these issues.
The accuracy of the email addresses on school websites was a limitation to this
study. The listing of email addresses of each CTE center is a function of the centers’
Information Technology personnel, and updates could vary between centers. By
conducting the survey near the end of the school year, the potential of an inaccurate list
was reduced. Also, the potential for response due to fewer end of school year constraints
was reduced.
Email servers at CTE centers may have had spam and/or filters activated to
potentially refute potential participants from receiving the survey. The survey was sent
from my Western Michigan University email address to limit the potential. Emails were
sent in group emails of 20 to 30 email addresses to limit the potential of mass email
rejection.
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There are significantly more teachers than principals. Most CTE principals have
between 5 and 30 teachers who they have responsibility for preforming an evaluation.
Further, there are very few CTE center principals.
One potential shortcoming may have been the ability to access the survey from
multiple email accounts by individuals. SurveyMonkey™ places a cookie on a computer
to prevent multiple responses from one individual from that computer. Internet surveys
can be susceptible to multiple responses from one individual through forwarding from
one email address to another. The survey link could have been forwarded to other nonmembers of the targeted population. The absence of an interviewer can be either a benefit
or detriment in respondent’s answers.
Researcher
The background of the researcher includes over 33 years in the private sector both
receiving and providing performance evaluations in technical and managerial positions,
and also six years as in a CTE center as a substitute teacher and Placement Specialist.
Any biases associated with these positions are recognized.
Chapter 3 Summary
This chapter describes the methodology used to conduct the survey and analyze
the data obtained for this study. The focus was on the perceptions of teachers and
principals regarding the new teacher evaluation systems with changes mandated by
Michigan Public Act 451 are studied. Limitations include restriction to CTE teachers and
principals, email address accuracy, professional background effects of principals and
teachers, and internet survey issues.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
An analysis of survey responses from teachers and principals at 37 Career and
Technical Education centers in Michigan is provided in this chapter. The purpose of this
study was to seek the perceptions of the teacher evaluation systems in use within their
CTE centers, which include the recently mandated student growth requirement as a
component of such evaluations. Differences between the principals’ perceptions and the
teachers’ perceptions were compared and analyzed.
The study attempts to identify perceptions from teachers and principals at CTE
centers in Michigan using the following research questions:
1) To what extent do CTE teachers in the CTE centers in one Midwestern state
perceive that their teacher evaluation systems, which now include a student growth
element, effectively measure the content they are teaching as set forth by state standards?
2) To what extent do principals in these CTE centers perceive that their teacher
evaluation systems properly evaluate the performance of their individual CTE teachers?
3) To what extent are there differences between the perceptions of the CTE
teachers and principals on these evaluation system issues?
4) To what extent do the teachers’ perceptions about the implementation of
various teacher evaluation system components predict their perceptions about the impact
of such components on their teaching performance?
Recent mandates in the state which this study took place now include a
requirement to use a student growth component within each teacher’s performance
evaluation. Teachers’ perceptions of their teacher evaluation system was the focus of the

97

first part of the study. The principals’ perceptions of the teacher evaluation system was
the focus of the second part of the study. A comparison of the two sets of perceptions was
the focus of the third part of the study. A determination of factors associated with the
teacher evaluation systems which led to any perceived improvements in teaching practice
was the fourth part of the study.
To investigate these questions, teachers and principals from 37 CTE centers in
Michigan were invited to participate in a survey. On May 6, 2015, 717 teachers and 61
principals and assistant principals were sent an email notification requesting participation
in a survey. There were 19 email addresses which could not be delivered, and two
teachers who had a reassignment. Of the 757 remaining potential participants, 342
(45.2%) opened the survey. Of these, there were 141 respondents who entered the survey
tool, and declined to participate, leaving 201 (26.6%) participants as the source of data
for the study. Of the 201 respondents, 180 (89.6%) were teachers and 21 (9.4%) were
principals, and answered all or part of the multiple choice questions.
Two follow up emails were sent on each of the following weeks to all email
addresses, with each notice was worded differently, and sent on different days of the
week in attempt to accommodate work schedules of participants.
Description of the Population
The target population of my study was the teachers, principals and assistant
principals of 37 CTE centers in Michigan. The CTE centers were identified from the
Michigan Office of Career and Technical Education (OCTE) website. A preliminary list
of participants email addresses were obtained from Allen, P. (2014), and compared to and
updated from faculty and staff directories found on each CTE center’s website.
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Demographic data were obtained via fill-in-the-blank questions, which asked
about qualifications and experience levels of the teachers in their profession. Survey
question 14 asked whether teachers were annually authorized or vocationally certified. Of
the 175 respondents to this question, 146 (83.4%) replied they were vocationally
certified, and 29 (16.6%) were annually authorized. Survey question 15 asked whether
teachers had a traditional teaching certification. Of the 177 respondents, 91 (51.4%)
replied yes, and 86 (48.6%) replied no.
Survey question 16 asked which career cluster the teachers taught in. Table 4
indicates of the 174 respondents, 14 career clusters were represented. Health Sciences
was the career cluster with the largest number of respondents with 46 (26.4%).
Table 4
Career Cluster – Teacher Respondents
Career Cluster
Health Sciences
Transportation, Distribution, & Logistics
Arts, A/V Technology & Communication
Hospitality & Tourism
Manufacturing
STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, & Math)
Human Services
Information Technology
Architecture & Construction
Agriculture, Food, & Natural Resources
Law, Public Safety, Corrections, & Security
Education & Training
Business, Management, & Administration
Marketing
Finance
Government & Public Administration
Did Not Know, N/A
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items.

99

Respondents
46
17
14
14
11
10
9
9
8
7
7
6
6
4
0
0
6

%
26.4
9.8
8.0
8.0
6.3
5.7
5.2
5.2
4.6
4.0
4.0
3.4
3.4
2.3
0.0
0.0
3.4

Survey question 17 asked four questions about their years in teaching to
determine their level of experience in their occupation and level of experience in
teaching:
a)

Part a asked how many years to the closest year teachers had been teaching in
their professional area. Of the 176 respondents, the mean number of years
teaching in their field was 13.41 years (SD=8.27), with a range of 0 years to 40
years.

b)

Part b asked how many years teachers have been teaching at their CTE center. Of
the 175 respondents, the mean number of years teaching at their CTE center was
11.3 years (SD=7.75), with a low of 0 years and a high of 40 years.

c)

Part c asked how many years the teachers taught at a traditional high school. Of
the 166 respondents, 44 (26.5%) responded they taught at a traditional high
school. The mean number of years teaching at a traditional high school was 1.28
(SD=2.87), with a low of 0 years (n=122) and a high of 17 years (n=1).

d)

Part d asked how many years’ experience outside teaching the teachers had in
their occupation. This was an attempt to estimate the overall levels of
professional experience teachers in the CTE centers have. Of the 170 respondents,
the mean number of years was 13.98 (SD=11.15).
The demographic questions asked qualifications and experience as a principal,

occupational history of the principals. Survey question 9 asked whether principals were
school administrator certified. Of the 21 respondents, 17 (81.0%) replied they were
certified, and 4 (19.0%) were not.
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Survey question 10 asked whether principals had a traditional teaching
certification. Of the 21 respondents, 19 (90.5%) replied yes, and 2 (9.5%) replied no.
Survey question 11 asked whether principals had a professional licensure or
certification. Of the 21 respondents, 16 (76.2%) replied yes, and 5 (23.8%) replied no.
Survey question 12 asked four questions about their years in CTE:
a)

Part a asked how many years to the closest year principals had a principal at a
CTE center. Of the 21 respondents, the mean number of years of being a principal
was 4.95 years (SD=3.53), with a low of 0 years and a high of 13 years.

b)

Part b asked how many years’ principals have been a principal at a traditional
high school. Of the 21 respondents, the mean number of years being a principal at
a traditional high school was 4.05 (SD=5.76), with a low of 0 years and a high of
18 years. Of the respondents, 11 indicated they did not have experience as a
principal at a traditional high school. Of the ten principals who had experience at
both a traditional and CTE center, only two had more experience at a CTE center
than a traditional high school.

c)

Part c asked how many years the principals taught at a CTE center. Of the 21
respondents, the mean number of years teaching at a CTE center was 2.76
(SD=4.45), with a low of 0 years and a high of 15 years. Of the 21 respondents,
14 had not taught at CTE center.

d)

Part d asked how many the principals taught at a traditional high school. Of the 21
respondents, the mean number of years teaching at a traditional high school was
6.76 (SD=5.52), with a low of 0 years (n=4) and a high of 20 years. Only four
principals had not served as principal at a traditional high school.
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Data was analyzed and was determined not to have a normal distribution.
Histograms from data analysis in SPSS showed skewed distributions and non-normal
distributions. Because of the distribution not being normal, this becomes a limitation of
the study. Means and standard deviations were calculated and were used for discussion
purposes.
Analysis of Research Questions
Research Question 1
Research question 1 examined the extent to which teachers in the CTE centers in
one Midwestern state perceive that their teacher evaluation systems, which now include a
student growth element, properly evaluate their performance as a teacher. To investigate
this question, survey questions 2 through 13 asked participants who were teachers to
share to the extent they agree (or disagree) with the value of various aspects of their
teacher evaluation system used in their CTE center. An ordinal scale was used to create
data from responses, with 1=strongly disagree, 2=moderately disagree, 3=slightly
disagree, 4=slightly agree, 5=moderately agree, and 6=strongly agree. The midpoint of
the response scale is 3.5. Tables 5 through 16 show the teachers’ responses. A
Cronbach’s alpha test using SPSS for inter-correlation was performed to determine intercorrelation to create new content variables. This data is shown in Table 17.
Question 2 for the teachers’ survey asked for their perceptions on the clarity and
relevance of their student achievement performance goals within their evaluation system.
The results are illustrated in Table 5, as ranked from the highest to lowest means. The top
two questions only had means above the slightly agree level, with the perception that
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with such goals are only slightly data driven (M=4.11, SD=1.74) and understood
(M=4.01, SD=1.69).
Table 5
Teacher Responses for Clear and Relevant Student Achievement Performance Goals
The student achievement
performance goals used in
my evaluation are:
clearly data driven
(n=177)

1
n
(%)
22
(12.4)

2
n
(%)
18
(10.2)

3
n
(%)
20
(11.3)

4
n
(%)
27
(20.7)

5
n
(%)
39
(22.0)

6
n
(%)
51
(28.8)

Mean
(SD)
4.11
(1.74)

clearly understood by me
(n=180)

23
(12.8)

20
(11.1)

19
(10.6)

26
(14.4)

54
(30.0)

38
(21.1)

4.01
(1.69)

appropriately rigorous
(n=176)

20
(11.4)

20
(11.4)

20
(11.4)

41
(23.3)

54
(30.7)

21
(11.9)

3.86
(1.54)

thoroughly discussed with
me at the start of the
school year (N=179)

30
(16.8)

23
(12.8)

11
(6.1)

40
(22.3)

42
(23.5)

33
(18.4)

3.78
(1.74)

clearly defined for my
career cluster’s 12
segments (N=179)

30
(16.8)

30
(16.8)

22
(12.3)

32
(17.9)

33
(18.4)

32
(17.9)

3.58
(1.74)

timely such that I can
readily achieve them
within the evaluation
period (n=175)

31
(17.7)

21
(12.0)

24
(13.7)

39
(22.3)

43
(24.6)

17
(9.7)

3.53
(1.63)

thoroughly detailed for all
goals (n=174)

30
(17.2)

33
(19.0)

18
(10.3)

36
(20.7)

38
(21.8)

19
(10.9)

3.44
(1.66)

clearly relevant
(n=178)

34
(19.1)

25
(14.0)

22
(12.4)

44
(24.7)

39
(21.9)

14
(7.9)

3.40
(1.61)

accurately measured based
on established standards
(Licensure/certifications)
(N=178)

37
(20.8)

31
(17.4)

23
(12.9)

35
(19.7)

37
(20.8)

15
(8.4)

3.28
(1.65)

easily measured based on
40
25
31
27
36
17
3.26
established standards
(22.7)
(14.2)
(17.6)
(15.3)
(20.5)
(9.7)
(1.69)
(n=176)
Note: Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly
Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.
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Question 3 for the teachers’ survey asked for their perceptions on effective
student growth measurement. The results are illustrated in Table 6, as ranked from the
highest to lowest means.
Table 6
Teacher Responses for Effective Student Growth Measurements
The student growth
component used in my
evaluation:
effectively measures my
students’ gains in
technical skills learned
(n=180)

1
n
(%)
35
(19.9)

2
n
(%)
26
(14.8)

3
n
(%)
20
(11.4)

4
n
(%)
33
(18.8)

5
n
(%)
46
(26.1)

6
n
(%)
15
(8.5)

Mean
(SD)
3.43
(1.65)

effectively measures my
students’ gains in
technical content
(n=179)

36
(20.5)

26
(14.8)

20
(11.4)

33
(18.8)

26
(26.1)

14
(8.5)

3.41
(1.68)

effectively measures my
students’ gains in
academic content
(n=171)

34
(19.9)

21
(12.3)

25
(14.6)

50
(29.2)

25
(14.6)

16
(9.4)

3.35
(1.59)

effectively measures my
students’ gains in
academic content
(n=179)

31
(17.6)

34
(19.3)

21
(11.9)

37
(21.0)

40
(22.7)

13
(7.4)

3.34
(1.61)

effectively uses data
from authentic
assessments (n=176)

33
(18.8)

32
(18.2)

21
(11.9)

39
(22.2)

35
(19.9)

16
(9.1)

3.34
(1.63)

effectively uses data
from core performance
indicators (n=174)

35
(20.1)

31
(17.8)

21
(12.1)

36
(20.7)

37
(21.3)

14
(8.0)

3.29
(1.64)

effectively uses data
from student licensure
and/or certification
attainment (n=174)

41
(23.6)

33
(19.0)

24
(13.8)

41
(23.6)

21
(12.1)

14
(8.0)

3.06
(1.61)
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Table 6 - Continued
The student growth
1
2
3
4
5
6
component used in my
n
n
n
n
n
n
Mean
evaluation:
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)
(%)
(SD)
effectively uses data
40
32
35
36
22
9
2.97
from school-wide gains
(23.0)
(18.4)
(19.9)
(20.7)
(12.6)
(2.6) (1.51)
(n=174)
Note: Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly
Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.

All nine questions had responses below the midpoint of the survey, with the
lowest being that the evaluation effectively uses data from school-wide gains (M=2.97,
SD=1.51). The questions relating to effectively measuring student gains in technical
skills (M=3.43, SD=1.65) and technical content (M=3.41, SD=1.68) had the highest
means, but were still well below slightly agree.
Question 4 for the teachers’ survey asked for their perceptions on effective soft
skills growth measurements. The results are illustrated in Table 7, as ranked from the
highest to lowest means.
All six questions had responses below the midpoint of the survey, with the
questions relating to the evaluation effectively measuring work-based learning (M=3.07,
SD=1.74) and employability skills (M=3.06, SD=1.74) having the highest means, but still
just above the slightly disagree level. All six questions had the largest number of
respondents (n>50) in the strongly disagree response, and the fewest number of
responses (n<18) in the strongly agree response. Over half of respondents indicated slight
disagreement to strong disagreement on all questions regarding effective soft skills
growth measurements in their evaluation.
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Table 7
Teacher Responses for Effective Soft Skills Growth Measurements
The evaluation related to
my students’ growth in
soft skills:
effectively measures
work-based learning
(n=173)

1
n
(%)
52
(30.1)

2
n
(%)
22
(12.7)

3
n
(%)
20
(11.6)

4
n
(%)
37
(21.4)

5
n
(%)
25
(14.5)

6
n
(%)
17
(9.8)

Mean
(SD)
3.07
(1.74)

effectively measures
employability skills for
my profession (n=174)

50
(28.7)

27
(15.5)

21
(12.1)

32
(18.4)

26
(14.9)

18
(10.3)

3.06
(1.74)

effectively measures
critical thinking skills
(n=174)

52
(29.9)

20
(11.5)

27
(15.5)

37
(21.3)

29
(16.7)

9
(5.2)

2.99
(1.63)

54
(31)

27
(15.5)

21
(12.1)

36
(20.7)

24
(13.8)

12
(6.9)

2.91
(1.67)

57
(32.9)

23
(13.3)

24
(13.9)

33
(19.1)

26
(15.0)

12
(6.9)

2.87
(1.66)

effectively measures
leadership skills (n=174)
effectively measures
interpersonal skills
(n=173)

effectively measures
57
28
24
33
21
11
2.80
team building (n=174)
(32.8)
(16.1)
(13.8)
(19.0)
(11.0)
(6.3)
(1.64)
Note: Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly
Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.

Question 5 for the teachers’ survey asked for their perceptions on their CTE
centers’ evaluation procedures. The results are illustrated in Table 8, as ranked from the
highest to lowest means.
All six questions had mean responses above slightly agree of the survey, meaning
between slight and moderate agreement with understanding of the questions in the
evaluation procedure. Over half of all respondents replied in the slightly agree to strongly
agree range. The questions relating to clearly understanding the purpose of principals’
classroom visits (M=4.54, SD=1.61), and being readily allowed to provide input into their
evaluation (M=4.39, SD=1.60), had the highest means.
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Table 8
Teacher Responses for Clear Evaluation Procedures and Input
1
n
(%)
14
(8.0)

2
n
(%)
15
(8.6)

3
n
(%)
8
(4.6)

4
n
(%)
31
(17.7)

5
n
(%)
40
(22.9)

6
n
(%)
67
(38.3)

Mean
(SD)
4.54
(1.61)

17
(9.6)

10
(5.6)

15
(8.5)

36
(20.3)

43
(24.3)

56
(31.6)

4.39
(1.60)

clearly understand what my
18
principal expects of me (n=177) (10.2)

17
(9.6)

12
(6.8)

35
(19.8)

54
(30.5)

41
(23.2)

4.20
(1.60)

clearly understand how I am
being evaluated (n=177)

18
(10.2)

14
(4.1)

17
(9.6)

39
(22.0)

50
(28.2)

39
(22.0)

4.16
(1.57)

can readily recommend different 18
methods of student growth
(10.2)
measurement (n=176)

21
(11.9)

18
(10.2)

35
(19.9)

39
(22.2)

45
(25.6)

4.09
(1.66)

In reference to my evaluation
procedures, I:
clearly understand the purpose
of classroom visits by my
principal (n=175)
can readily provide input into
evaluation content (n=177)

clearly understand what data I 19 (5.6) 21 (6.1) 16 (4.7) 38
43
40
4.05
am being evaluated on (n=177)
(11.1) (12.6) (11.7) (1.64)
Note: Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly
Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.

Question 6 for the teachers’ survey asked for their perceptions on their principal’s
knowledge and roles of their teacher’s program content. The results are illustrated in
Table 9, as ranked from the highest to lowest means.
All six questions had mean responses above slightly agree of the survey, meaning
between slight and moderate agreement with their understanding of their principal’s
knowledge and role in the evaluation process. Over half of all respondents replied in the
slightly agree to strongly agree range. Two questions had responses near the midpoint
between slightly agree and moderately agree. The questions relating to their principal
providing opportunities for improving professional skills (M=4.51, SD=1.55), and
opportunities to improve teaching practice (M=4.42, SD=1.55) had the highest means.
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Almost one level lower, near the midpoint between slightly agree and slightly disagree,
the data reflects the teachers’ perception of their principal’s understanding of technical
aspects of their profession with respect to the evaluation procedures. This could mean the
teachers do not necessarily agree that their principal understands their CTE profession
and teaching well enough to provide a fair evaluation.
Table 9
Teacher Responses on their Principal’s Knowledge and Role
1
n
(%)
13
(7.3)

2
n
(%)
10
(5.6)

3
n
(%)
19
(10.7)

4
n
(%)
31
(17.4)

5
n
(%)
42
(23.6)

6
n
(%)
63
(35.4)

Mean
(SD)
4.51
(1.55)

13
(7.3)

13
(7.3)

18
(10.2)

31
(17.5)

46
(26.0)

56
(31.6)

4.42
(1.55)

Appropriately assesses my
21
portfolio of student growth data (11.8)

19
(10.7)

21
(11.8)

35
(19.7)

48
(27.0)

34
(19.1)

3.97
(1.63)

Clearly understands the
39
technical content of my teaching (22.0)
to fairly evaluate me(n=177)

21
(11.9)

14
(7.9)

30
(16.9)

42
(23.7)

31
(17.5)

3.61
(1.83)

Clearly understands the
42
technical skills of my profession (23.6)
to fairly evaluate me (n=178)

18
(10.1)

17
(5.0)

27
(15.2)

40
(22.5)

34
(19.1)

3.60
(1.86)

My principal:
Adequately provides
opportunities to improve my
professional skills (n=178)

Adequately provides
opportunities to improve my
teaching practice (n=177)

(n=178)

Note: Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3,
Slightly Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.
Question 7 of the teachers’ survey investigated feedback from the principal on
their evaluation. The results are illustrated in Table 10, as ranked from the highest to
lowest means.
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Table 10
Teacher Responses for Adequate Feedback and Discussion
As part of feedback from my
principal, I am able to
adequately discuss:

1
n
(%)

2
n
(%)

3
n
(%)

4
n
(%)

5
n
(%)

6
n
(%)

Mean
(SD)

The evaluation process (n=178)

19
(10.7)

10
(5.6)

17
(9.6)

32
(18.0)

55
(30.9)

45
(25.3)

4.29
(1.59)

The items I am evaluated on
(n=176)

19
(10.8)

12
(6.8)

13
(7.4)

37
(21.0)

45
(25.6)

50
(28.4)

4.29
(1.63)

My career goals
(n=178)

22
(6.4)

10
(5.6)

15
(8.4)

33
(18.5)

46
(25.8)

52
(29.2)

4.28
(1.67)

Professional development
activities I can do to improve
my career content (n=175)

18
(10.3)

10
(5.7)

20
(11.4)

31
(17.7)

48
(27.4)

48
(27.4)

4.28
(1.60)

Professional development
activities I can do to improve
my teaching practice (n=177)

18
(10.2)

10
(5.6)

21
(11.9)

32
(18.1)

51
(28.8)

45
(25.4)

4.26
(1.58)

How the goals were measured
22
13
23
31
48
41
4.08
in my evaluation (n=178)
(6.4)
(7.3)
(12.9) (17.4) (27.0) (23.0) (1.65)
Note: Likert scale: Strongly disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly
Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.

All six questions had mean responses above slightly agree of the survey, meaning
between slight and moderate agreement that the teachers are adequately able to discuss
the processes of the evaluation process, the items they are evaluated on, and their career
goals, goal measurement, and improvement practices, with their principal as part of the
evaluation procedure. Over half of all respondents replied in the slightly agree to strongly
agree range. Five of the six questions had responses with means and standard deviations
near each other, with their means between slightly agree and moderately agree. The
response to the question regarding discussions on how goals were measured had a mean
response lower than the other five questions, but the mean was still above slightly agree.
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Question 8 of the teachers’ survey investigated professional development relating
to their evaluation. Table 11 illustrates the results of the survey, as ranked from the
highest to lowest means.
The questions investigate to what extent adequate professional development was
provided on the changes to the new evaluation system as perceived by the teachers. All
four means were slightly less than the midpoint of the response line. The means from the
questions focused on adequate professional development on required student growth
measures (M=3.42, SD=1.62) and the change in the evaluation process (M=3.42,
SD=1.61) were the same, with a very slight difference in standard deviation. Adequate
professional development in statistics data usage had the lowest mean (M=3.24,
SD=1.66). In all four responses, there was a large difference in the number of responses
between those who strongly disagree and those who strongly agree.
Table 11
Teacher Responses for Adequate Professional Development
I received adequate
professional development on:
The changes in the evaluation
process (n=175)

1
n
(%)
35
(20.0)

2
n
(%)
16
(9.1)

3
n
(%)
32
(18.3)

4
n
(%)
42
(24.0)

5
n
(%)
33
(18.9)

6
n
(%)
17
(9.7)

Mean
(SD)
3.42
(1.61)

My required student growth
measures (n=174)

32
(18.4)

20
(11.5)

36
(20.7)

34
(19.5)

33
(19.0)

19
(10.9)

3.42
(1.62)

Any new evaluation criteria
(n=174)

38
(21.8)

15
(8.6)

33
(19.0)

39
(22.4)

29
(16.7)

20
(11.5)

3.38
(1.66)

Statistical data used in my
38
25
34
31
29
18
3.24
evaluation (n=175)
(21.7) (14.3) (19.4) (17.7) (16.6) (10.3) (1.66)
Note: Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly
Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.
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Question 9 asked teachers about their understanding of four evaluation metrics in
their evaluation. Table 12 illustrates the results of the survey, as ranked from the highest
to lowest means.
The two with the highest means were understanding the student growth
component (M=3.67, SD=1.58), and understanding the core performance indicators
(M=3.50, SD=1.57), slightly above the mid-point of the scale. Value-added measurement
is one tool available for student growth measurement, and the teachers have means below
the slightly disagreement of understanding this tool.
Table 12
Teacher Responses for Understanding the Evaluation Metrics
I have a strong understanding
of the following evaluation
pieces:
The student growth component
(n=177)

1
n
(%)
24
(13.6)

2
n
(%)
23
(13.0)

3
n
(%)
25
(14.1)

4
n
(%)
42
(23.7)

5
n
(%)
42
(23.7)

6
n
(%)
21
(11.9)

Mean
(SD)
3.67
(1.58)

The core performance indicators 27
(n=177)
(15.3)

24
(13.6)

32
(18.1)

37
(20.9)

40
(22.6)

17
(9.6)

3.50
(1.57)

The statistics used in data
analysis (n=177)

31
(17.5)

32
(18.1)

32
(18.1)

31
(17.5)

13
(7.3)

3.15
(1.60)

38
(21.5)

Value-added measurement
40
34
40
27
23
11
2.95
(n=177)
(22.9) (19.4) (22.9) (15.4) (13.1)
(6.3)
(1.54)
Note: Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly
Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.

Question 10 investigates perceived outcomes as a result of the new evaluation
system. Table 13 illustrates the results of this content question, as ranked from the highest
to lowest means.
The questions investigate to what extent the new evaluation system is perceived
by teachers as a tool for improvements in instructional practice. The responses are in the
range below the slightly disagree rating to the midpoint of the range between slightly
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disagree to moderately disagree. All five questions had over one-third of respondents
strongly disagree. The questions with the highest means were perceptions that the
evaluation helped with time adjustment on specific topics (M=2.80, SD=1.54) and where
improvement is needed in CTE delivery techniques (M=2.77, SD=1.57), but were below
the slightly disagree level. The data suggests the current evaluation systems are not
perceived by the teachers as a means to improve instructional practice.
Table 13
Teacher Responses for Evaluation Outcome: Better Diagnose Teaching and Learning
1
n
(%)
60
(33.7)

2
n
(%)
16
(9.0)

3
n
(%)
32
(18.0)

4
n
(%)
44
(24.7)

5
n
(%)
21
(11.8)

6
n
(%)
5
(2.8)

Mean
(SD)
2.80
(1.54)

Readily shows me where I need
61
to improve my CTE delivery
(34.9)
techniques (n=175)

17
(9.7)

31
(17.7)

40
(22.9)

19
(10.9)

7
(4.0)

2.77
(1.57)

Readily shows me where my
students’ learning levels are
against CTE standards (n=178)

60
(33.7)

21
(11.8)

36
(20.2)

40
(22.5)

16
(9.0)

5
(2.8)

2.70
(1.49)

Helps me better diagnose my
students’ learning of content
(n=178)

61
(34.3)

24
(13.5)

30
(16.9)

41
(23.0)

17
(9.6)

5
(2.8)

2.69
(1.51)

The new evaluation system:
Helps me better determine any
adjustments needed regarding
time spent on specific topics
(n=178)

Helps me better diagnose my
67
21
39
35
11
5
2.53
students’ learning rates (n=178) (37.6) (11.8) (21.9) (19.7)
(6.2)
(2.8)
(1.45)
Note: Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly
Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.

Question 11 investigates to what extent teachers believe their evaluation system
provides information to conduct better planning. Table 14 illustrates the responses for
these questions, as ranked from the highest to lowest means.
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Table 14
Teacher Responses for Evaluation Outcome: Better Teacher Planning
1
n
(%)
57
(33.1)

2
n
(%)
21
(12.2)

3
n
(%)
26
(15.1)

4
n
(%)
44
(25.6)

5
n
(%)
20
(11.6)

6
n
(%)
4
(2.3)

Mean
(SD)
2.77
(1.53)

Better plan long term for
activities for my classes
(n=173)

57
(32.9)

25
(14.5)

29
(16.8)

39
(22.5)

19
(11.0)

4
(2.3)

2.71
(1.50)

Better plan short term activities
for my classes (n=173)

63
(36.4)

25
(14.5)

30
(17.3)

35
(20.2)

18
(10.4)

2
(1.2)

2.57
(1.46)

The new evaluation system
provides me information to:
Better plan activities to
supplement instruction in areas
of need (n=172)

Better plan opportunities for
65
24
32
32
16
3
2.53
work-based learning for my
(37.8) (14.0) (18.6) (18.6)
(9.3)
(1.7)
(1.47)
students (n=172)
Note: Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly
Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.

The mean responses were between the slightly disagree to the midpoint between
slightly disagree to moderately disagree. Almost one-third of all respondents responded
in the strongly disagree category. The highest mean was that the evaluation system
provides information to better plan activities to supplement instruction in areas of need
(M=2.77, SD=1.53), below the slightly disagree level. The lowest response is that the
new evaluation system provides teachers information to better plan for work-based
learning experiences (M=2.53, SD=1.47), approximately at the midpoint between slightly
disagree and moderately disagree.
Question 12 investigates teacher perceptions on how the evaluation system helps
their performance through enhanced dialogue with their principal and colleagues
regrading improving their teaching. The dialogue includes teaching and learning, career
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content knowledge, measurements of student outcomes, and student expectations. Table
15 illustrates the responses from this question, ranked from the highest to lowest means.
Table 15
Teacher Responses for Evaluation Outcome: Enhanced Dialogue
1
The new evaluation system has
n
helped me because:
(%)
I readily use the feedback from
45
my principal to improve
(25.6)
teaching (n=176)

2
n
(%)
13
(7.4)

3
n
(%)
17
(9.7)

4
n
(%)
41
(23.3)

5
n
(%)
36
(20.5)

6
n
(%)
24
(13.6)

Mean
(SD)
3.47
(1.78)

I am engaged in more ongoing
dialogue with my colleagues
regarding teaching and learning
(n=176)
I am engaged in more ongoing
dialogue with my principal
about measurements of student
outcomes (n=175)
I am engaged in more ongoing
dialogue with my principal
about teaching and learning
(n=176)
I am continually doing
activities identified in my
evaluation to increase my
career content knowledge
(n=175)
I am continually doing
activities identified in my
evaluation to improve my
teaching (n=175)
I more clearly know what is
expected of my students
(n=175)

44
(25.0)

17
(9.7)

22
(12.5)

31
(17.6)

36
(20.5)

26
(14.8)

3.43
(1.80)

49
(28.0)

21
(12.0)

24
(13.7)

36
(20.6)

28
(16.0)

17
(9.7)

3.14
(1.72)

52
(29.5)

21
(11.9)

24
(13.6)

33
(18.8)

27
(15.3)

19
(10.8)

3.11
(1.75)

50
(28.6)

21
(12.0)

24
(13.7)

40
(22.9)

24
(13.7)

16
(9.1)

3.09
(1.69)

52
(29.7)

18
(10.3)

25
(14.3)

39
(22.3)

26
(14.9)

15
(8.6)

3.08
(1.70)

55
(31.4)

22
(12.6)

29
(16.6)

41
(23.4)

22
(12.6)

6
(3.4)

2.83
(1.55)

Note: Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly
Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.

Two responses were near the midpoint of the Likert scale, where the new teacher
evaluation system has helped them with using feedback from the principal to improve
teaching (M=3.47, SD=1.78) and increased their dialog with their colleagues to improve
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their teaching (M=3.43, SD=1.80). The question with the lowest mean was the question
on teachers more clearly knowing what is expected of their students (M=2.83, SD=1.55),
below the slightly disagree level. The mean for this question is much lower than the next
lowest, with largest response being strongly disagree (n=55, 31.4%). It would appear that
obtaining a clearer knowledge about what is expected of students is not adequately
occurring as part of the current evaluation processes.
Question 13 investigates the outcomes of the evaluation process to better support
their CTE students. The results are illustrated in Table 16, as ranked from the highest to
lowest means.
Table 16
Teacher Responses for Evaluation Outcome: Better Support CTE Student Outcomes
Overall, the new evaluation
systems is helping me better
support my CTE students in
their:
Learning of academic content
(n=176)

1
n
(%)

2
n
(%)

3
n
(%)

4
n
(%)

5
n
(%)

6
n
(%)

Mean
(SD)

57
(32.4)

22
(12.5)

23
(13.1)

38
(21.6)

28
(15.9)

8
(4.5)

2.90
(1.64)

Learning of technical skills
(n=175)

60
(34.3)

21
(12.0)

25
(14.3)

35
(20.0)

25
(14.3)

9
(5.1)

2.83
(1.64)

Learning of soft skills (n=176)

68
24
25
31
25
3
2.60
(38.6) (13.6) (14.2) (17.6) (14.2)
(1.7)
(1.56)
Note: Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly
Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.

All three means were below the slightly disagree level. The lowest score was for
the new evaluation system better supporting the learning of soft skills, (M=2.60,
SD=1.56). Supporting CTE student learning of academic content has the highest mean
(M=2.90, SD=1.64), and supporting CTE student learning of technical content (M=2.83,
SD=1.64) was next. Almost one-third of all respondents responded they strongly disagree
with their centers’ evaluation system providing information to better support student
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instruction. It would appear the teachers felt the evaluation procedures needs
improvement to help support student learning in their CTE classes.
Cronbach’s alpha testing was performed on each cluster of teacher survey subquestions, and it was determined there is a high inter-correlation between each of the
items within the 12 content questions. Therefore the data could be collapsed into the
individual categories to create content area variables. Table 17 lists the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients for the teacher responses.
Table 17
Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Testing for Teacher Evaluation Factors (n=180).
Category

Raw

Standardized

Clear and Relevant Student Achievement Performance Goals (10
items)
Effective Student Growth Measures (9 items)

0.948

0.949

0.962

0.961

Effective Soft Skills Growth Measurements (6 items)

0.979

0.979

Clear Evaluation Procedures and Input (6 items)

0.924

0.925

Principal Knowledge and Role (5 items)

0.922

0.923

Adequate Feedback (6 items)

0.970

0.970

Adequate Professional Development (4 items)

0.966

0.967

Understand the Teacher Evaluation Metrics (4 items)

0.926

0.926

Outcome: Better diagnose teaching and learning (7 items)

0.970

0.970

Outcome: Better Teacher Planning (4 items)

0.975

0.975

Outcome: Enhanced Dialogue (7 items)

0.953

0.953

Outcome: Better Support CTE Student Outcomes (3 items)

0.942

0.942

Grand means for each collapsed variable content area question were calculated,
and are listed in Table 18.
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Table 18
Grand Means for Collapsed Teacher Content Questions
Collapsed Variable
Clear and Relevant Student Achievement
Performance Goals

N

Grand Mean

SD

Variable

166

3.63

1.39

Input

Effective Student Growth Measurement

167

3.24

1.41

Input

Effective Soft Skills Growth Measurements

172

2.93

1.59

Input

Clear Evaluation Procedures and Input

174

4.23

1.38

Input

Principal Knowledge and Role

176

4.03

1.47

Input

Adequate Feedback

172

4.25

1.51

Input

Adequate Professional Development

173

3.37

1.56

Input

Understand the Teacher Evaluation Metrics

175

3.33

1.42

Input

Outcome: Better Diagnose Teaching Practice
and Student Learning

174

2.70

1.43

Outcome

Outcome: Better Teacher Planning

171

2.64

1.44

Outcome

Outcome: Enhanced Dialogue

173

3.15

1.51

Outcome

Outcome: Better Support CTE Student
173
2.80
1.53
Outcome
Outcomes
Note: Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly
Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.

Research Question 2
Research question 2 asks to what to what extent principals in these CTE centers
perceive that their teacher evaluation systems properly evaluate the performance of their
individual CTE teachers. To investigate this question, the survey asked participants who
were principals to share to the extent they agree (or disagree) with the aspects of the
evaluation system being used in their CTE center. An ordinal scale was used to create
data from responses, with 1=strongly disagree, 2=moderately disagree, 3=slightly
disagree, 4=slightly agree, 5=moderately agree, and 6=strongly agree. Tables 19 through
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25 show the responses from the principals. A Cronbach’s alpha test for inter-correlation
was performed to create new content variables, with that data shown in Table 26.
Question 2 investigated the clear and relevant student achievement performance
goals used in the teachers’ evaluation as perceived by principals. Table 19 illustrates the
results of the responses, as ranked from the highest to lowest means.
The means of the responses for all four questions are above the slightly agree
level. On all questions, over three-fourths of all respondents at least slightly agreed that a
thorough discussion of student achievement goals had occurred as part of their teachers’
evaluation. Of the respondents, over three-fourths responded they moderately agreed
(n=8, 38.1%) or strongly agreed (n=8, 38.1%) that the student achievement goals
(M=4.91, SD=1.34) were thoroughly discussed at the start of the school year. It appears
principals also perceive the goals are data driven (M=4.43, SD=1.20).
Table 19
Principal Response for Clear and Relevant Student Achievement Performance Goals
The student achievement
performance goals used in my
teachers’ evaluations are:
Thoroughly discussed with
them at the start of the school
year (n=21)
Clearly data driven

(n=21)

Thoroughly detailed for all
goals (n=21)

1
n
(%)
1
(4.8)

2
n
(%)
1
(4.8)

3
n
(%)
0
(0)

4
n
(%)
3
(23.8)

5
n
(%)
8
(38.1)

6
n
(%)
8
(38.1)

Mean
(SD)
4.91
(1.34)

0
(0)

3
(14.3)

0
(0)

6
(28.6)

9
(42.9)

3
(14.3)

4.43
(1.20)

0
(0)

3
(14.3)

1
(4.8)

6
(28.6)

8
(38.1)

3
(14.3)

4.33
(1.24)

Clearly defined for their career
3
2
0
2
11
3
4.19
cluster’s 12 segments (n=21)
(14.3)
(9.5)
(0)
(9.5)
(52.4) (14.3) (1.69)
Note: Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly
Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.
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Question 3 for principals investigated their perception of their teachers’
understanding of aspects of the evaluation system. Table 20 illustrates the result of the
responses, as ranked from the highest to lowest means.
Table 20
Principal Response for Clear Evaluation Procedures and Input
1
n
(%)
1
(4.8)

2
n
(%)
0
(0)

3
n
(%)
0
(0)

4
n
(%)
0
(0)

5
n
(%)
8
(38.1)

6
n
(%)
12
(57.1)

Mean
(SD)
5.38
(1.12)

Clearly understand how they are
being evaluated (n=21)

0
(0)

1
(4.8)

0
(0)

3
(14.3)

8
(38.1)

9
(42.9)

5.14
(1.01)

Clearly understand exactly what
I expect from them (n=21)

1
(4.8)

0
(0)

0
(0)

4
(19.0)

7
(33.3)

9
(42.9)

5.05
(1.20)

0
(0)

1
(4.8)

3
(14.3)

3
(14.3)

7
(33.3)

7
(33.3)

4.76
(1.22)

2
(9.5)

0
(0)

4
(19.0)

2
(9.5)

5
(23.8)

8
(38.1)

4.52
(1.63)

In reference to evaluation
procedures, my teachers:
Clearly understand the
role/reasons of classroom visits
I will make (n=21)

Clearly understand what data
they are being
evaluated on (n=21)
Are allowed to readily
recommend input into
evaluation criteria (n=21)

Are allowed to readily
1
0
7
0
7
6
4.43
recommend new methods of
(4.8)
(0)
(33.3)
(0)
(33.3) (28.6) (1.47)
student growth measurement
(n=21)
Note: Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly
Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.

Of the respondents (n=21), the data suggests most principals (n=20, 95.2%)
moderately agree or strongly agree that their teachers understand the purpose of
classroom visits (M=5.38, SD=1.12). The data also suggests most principals (n=17,
81.0%) also moderately agree or strongly agree that their teachers understand how they
are being evaluated (M=5.14, SD=1.01). An interesting mean is that all but one principal
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at least slightly agreed their teachers understood what the principal expected of them,
with the mean (M=5.05, SD=1.20) being slightly above moderate agreement.
Question 4 for principals investigated adequate feedback and discussion as part of
their teacher evaluation system. Table 21 illustrates the results from the survey for this
question, as ranked from the highest to lowest means.
Table 21
Principal Response for Adequate Feedback and Discussion
As part of feedback to my
teachers, I provide opportunity
to adequately discuss:
The items they are evaluated on
(n=20)

1
n
(%)
1
(5.0)

2
n
(%)
0
(0.0)

3
n
(%)
0
(0.0)

4
n
(%)
3
(15.0)

5
n
(%)
5
(25.0)

6
n
(%)
11
(55.0)

Mean
(SD)
5.20
(1.24)

The evaluation process (n=20)

2
(10.0)

0
(0.0)

0
(0.0)

3
(15.0)

2
(10.0)

13
(65.0)

5.10
(1.59)

How the goals were measured
in their evaluation (n=20)

1
(5.0)

0
(0.0)

1
(5.0)

3
(15.0)

6
(30.0)

9
(45.0)

5.00
(1.30)

Professional development
activities available to improve
their teaching practice (n=20)

1
(5.0)

0
(0.0)

0
(0.0)

3
(15.0)

9
(45.0)

7
(35.0)

5.00
(1.17)

Their career goals (n=20)

2
(10.0)

0
(0.0)

1
(5.0)

3
(15.0)

6
(30.0)

8
(40.0)

4.75
(1.55)

Professional development
activities available to improve
their career content (n=20)

2
(10.0)

0
(0.0)

1
(5.0)

2
(10.0)

5
(25.0)

7
(35.0)

4.75
(1.52)

Student’s accountability for
2
0
1
4
5
8
4.70
their part in the learning process (10.0)
(0.0)
(5.0)
(20.0) (25.0) (40.0) (1.56)
(n=20)
Note: Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly
Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.

Of the respondents (n=20), the data suggests principals believe as part of their
feedback, teachers have sufficient opportunity to discuss the items they are evaluated on
(M=5.20, SD=1.24) and the evaluation process (M=5.10, SD=1.59). These means are
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above the moderately agree level. For the items teachers are evaluated on, 55.0% (n=11)
of principals responding strongly agreed with the statement, and for the evaluation
process, 65.0 % (n=13) of the responding principals strongly agreed with the statement.
Of the seven questions, the top four with means were at moderately agree or higher, and
were items related to organizational characteristics. Personal improvement characteristics
such as career goals (M=4.75, SD=1.55) and career development (M=4.75, SD=1.52) had
a lower mean response level than the organizational characteristics. One interesting
response is the student accountability response, when with this group of questions, one
key factor in the learning process, yet it had the lowest mean (M=4.70, SD=1.56).
For principals, question 5 investigated the professional development activities
related to the evaluation system. Table 22 illustrates the responses to the questions, as
ranked from the highest to lowest means.
Table 22
Principal Response for Adequate Professional Development
I provided my teachers
adequate professional
development opportunities
regarding:
Required student growth
measures (n=21)

1
n
(%)
0
(0.0)

2
n
(%)
2
(9.5)

3
n
(%)
3
(14.3)

4
n
(%)
2
(9.5)

5
n
(%)
9
(42.9)

6
n
(%)
5
(23.8)

Mean
(SD)
4.57
(1.29)

The changes in the evaluation
process (n=21)

0
(0.0)

3
(14.3)

2
(9.5)

3
(14.3)

7
(33.3)

6
(28.6)

4.52
(1.40)

Any new evaluation criteria
(n=21)

1
(4.8)

2
(9.5)

3
(14.3)

3
(14.3)

6
(28.6)

6
(28.6)

4.38
(1.53)

Statistical data used in their
2
1
2
8
6
2
4.00
evaluation (n=21)
(9.5)
(4.8)
(9.5)
(38.1) (28.6)
(9.5)
(1.38)
Note: Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly
Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.
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The top two responses are slightly above the midpoint between slightly agree and
moderately agree, suggesting the principals believe they have provided adequate
professional development on student growth measures (M=4.57, SD=1.29) and changes
which have occurred in the evaluation process (M=4.52, SD=1.40). Of the respondents,
two-thirds (n=14) replied they either moderately agreed or strongly agreed with the
question they provided adequate professional development in student growth areas, and
just under two-thirds (n=13) either moderately agreed or strongly agreed they had
provided adequate training on any changes to the evaluation process. One interesting
response is the respondents slightly believed they had provided adequate professional
development in statistics which are used for data in their evaluation process.
Diagnostic metrics are investigated in the sixth question for principals. The
question investigates their principal’s level of knowledge of certain contents of the
teachers’ evaluation. Table 23 lists the responses from the respondents, as ranked from
the highest to lowest means.
All three questions had mean responses near the slightly disagree level. The
question with the highest mean investigates the evaluation’s ability to identify to
principals their specific CTE needs for their teachers (M=3.20, SD=1.54). Almost twothirds (n=13) responded in the slightly disagree to strongly disagree level. The second
highest mean was the whether the evaluation readily identifies to teachers where their
students level of learning is against CTE standards (M=2.95, SD=1.50). This could
suggest the evaluation system does not adequately address CTE education.
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Table 23
Principal Response for Outcome: Better Diagnostics for Teaching and Learning
1
n
The new evaluation system:
(%)
Readily shows me areas where I
3
need to improve my CTE
(15.0)
knowledge for specific
evaluations (n=20)

2
n
(%)
4
(20.0)

3
n
(%)
6
(30.0)

4
n
(%)
1
(5.0)

5
n
(%)
5
(25.0)

6
n
(%)
1
(5.0)

Mean
(SD)
3.20
(1.54)

Readily shows my teachers
4
where their students’ learning
(20.0)
levels are against CTE standards
(n=20)

5
(25.0)

4
(20.0)

2
(10.0)

5
(25.0)

0
(0.0)

2.95
(1.50)

Readily shows me where I need
5
7
1
2
4
1
2.80
to improve my evaluation
(25.0) (35.0)
(5.0)
(10.0) (20.0)
(5.0)
(1.67)
techniques (n=20)
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items. Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately
Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.

The outcomes for principals for planning for teachers are investigated in the
seventh question. The responses are illustrated in Table 24, as ranked from highest to
lowest means.
These questions investigated some components of teacher instructional
improvement. The means of two responses were at or slightly above the slightly agree
level. These were for the evaluation system providing better planning for professional
development activities for their teachers (M=4.16, SD=1.46) and for specific teacher
professional needs (M=4.00, SD=1.52). An interesting response was for planning for
work-based learning activities for students (M=2.95, SD=1.82). Work-based learning
should be a significant part of a CTE education, yet, of the respondents (n=20), 30.0%
(n=6) indicated they strongly disagree the evaluation provides information on workbased learning.
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Table 24
Principal Response for Evaluation Outcome: Better Teacher Planning

The new evaluation system
provides me information to:
Better plan professional
development activities to
supplement instruction in areas
of need (n=19)
Better determine specific
teacher professional
development needs (n=20)

1
n
(%)
1
(5.3)

2
n
(%)
3
(15.8)

3
n
(%)
0
(0.0)

4
n
(%)
6
(31.6)

5
n
(%)
6
(31.6)

6
n
(%)
3
(15.8)

Mean
(SD)
4.16
(1.46)

1
(5.0)

4
(20.0)

1
(5.0)

5
(25.0)

6
(30.0)

3
(15.0)

4.00
(1.52)

Better plan opportunities for
6
4
3
1
4
2
2.95
work-based learning for
(30.0) (20.0) (15.0)
(5.0)
(20.0) (10.0) (1.82)
students (n=20)
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items. Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately
Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.

Question 8 investigates the principals’ perceptions of the outcomes for improved
communication to improve teacher performance. Table 25 illustrates responses from
principals and their perception of outcomes from the teachers’ evaluation, as ranked from
the highest to lowest means.
The means of the highest responses appeared to support their own initiatives with
communication, while the lowest means of the responses reflect what the teachers are
doing in response to their evaluation. Of the respondents, 80.0% (n=16) responded they
moderately agree or strongly agree they are providing adequate feedback to their
teachers (M=4.70, SD=1.45) to improve their teaching practice, and 65.0% (n=13)
responded they moderately or strongly agree they are engaged with ongoing dialog on
improving their teaching (M=4.55, SD=1.23). The data also may suggest the principals do
not necessarily believe teachers are using the items identified in their evaluation to
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improve their teaching practice (M=3.95, SD=1.43) or to increase their career content
knowledge (M=3.75, SD=1.20).
Table 25
Principal Response for Outcome: Enhanced Dialogue
The new evaluation system has
helped my teachers because:

1
n
(%)
2
(10.0)

2
n
(%)
0
(0.0)

3
n
(%)
1
(5.0)

4
n
(%)
1
(5.0)

5
n
(%)
11
(55.0)

6
n
(%)
5
(25.0)

Mean
(SD)
4.70
(1.45)

I am engaged in more ongoing
dialogue with my teachers on
teaching and learning (n=20)

1
(5.0)

1
(5.0)

0
(0.0)

5
(25.0)

10
(50.0)

3
(15.0)

4.55
(1.23)

I am engaged in more ongoing
dialogue with my teachers on
measurements of student
outcomes (n=20)

1
(5.0)

1
(5.0)

1
(5.0)

5
(25.0)

10
(50.0)

2
(10.0)

4.40
(1.23)

My teachers can better diagnose
their students learning in
different content (n=20)

0
(0.0)

1
(5.0)

4
(20.0)

9
(45.0)

4
(20.0)

2
(10.0)

4.10
(1.02)

My teachers more clearly know
what is expected of their
students (n=20)

0
(0.0)

3
(15.0)

1
(5.0)

9
(45.0)

7
(35.0)

0
(0.0)

4.00
(1.03)

My teachers continually doing
activities identified in their
evaluation to improve their
teaching (n=20)

1
(5.0)

4
(20.0)

1
(5.0)

4
(20.0)

9
(45.0)

1
(5.0)

3.95
(1.43)

I readily provide teachers
feedback to improve teaching
(n=20)

My teachers are continually
1
2
5
5
7
0
3.75
doing activities identified in
(5.0)
(20.0)
(5.0)
(20.0) (45.0)
(5.0)
(1.20)
their evaluation to increase their
career content knowledge
(n=20)
Note: Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly
Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.

Cronbach’s alpha testing was done for each cluster of the principal survey subquestions in order to create collapsed variables, and it was determined there is a high
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inter-correlation between each of the items within the 7 categories. Table 26 lists the
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the new principal response variables.
Table 26
Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Testing for new Collapsed Principal Variables (n=21).
Category
Clear and relevant Student Achievement Performance Goals (4
items)
Clear Evaluation Procedures and Input (6 items)
Adequate Feedback (7 items)
Adequate Professional Development (4 items)
Outcome: Better diagnose teaching and learning (3 items)
Outcome: Better Teacher Planning (3 items)
Outcome: Enhanced Dialogue (7 items)

Raw
0.889

Standardized
0.905

0.857
0.937
0.905
0.931
0.805
0.865

0.876
0.938
0.906
0.932
0.826
0.865

Grand means were calculated for each collapsed variable, and listed in table 27.
Table 27
Grand Means for New Principal Perception Variables
Content Question Variable
Clear and relevant Student Achievement
Performance Goals

N

Grand Mean

SD

Variable

21

4.46

1.20

Input

Clear Evaluation Procedures and Input

21

4.88

0.98

Input

Adequate Feedback

20

4.93

1.22

Input

Adequate Professional Development

21

4.37

1.24

Input

Outcome: Better Diagnose Teaching Practice
and Student Learning

20

2.98

1.48

Outcome

Outcome: Better Teacher Planning

19

3.77

1.35

Outcome

Outcome: Enhanced Dialogue

20

4.21

0.89

Outcome

Note: Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3,
Slightly Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.
Research Question 3
Research question 3 examined to what extent are there differences between the
perceptions of the CTE teachers and principals on these evaluation system issues. The
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data from the respondents is categorical data, so there is not a distinct quantifiable
interval for differences in responses, and thus an independent t-test was performed to
determine significance in differences in means between 34 common questions for
teachers and principals. Those which were significant (p<0.05) are listed in Table 28. In
all categories, principals had a higher mean for responses than teachers.
Table 28
Significant Differences in Item Responses between Teachers and Principals
______________________________________________________________________
Response Category Question
Clear and relevant Thoroughly discussed at start of
student
school year
achievement
performance goals Thoroughly detailed for all goals
Clear evaluation
procedures and
input

Adequate
Feedback

Adequate
Professional
development

Teachers
Mean
3.78

Principals Significance
Mean
(p<0.05)
4.91
0.002

3.44

4.33

0.007

Understanding what is expected of me

4.20

5.05

0.008

Understanding classroom visits

4.54

5.38

0.004

Understand how evaluated

4.16

5.14

0.001

Goal measurement

4.08

5.00

0.007

Evaluation items

4.29

5.20

0.005

Evaluation process

4.29

5.10

0.038

Improve teaching practice

4.26

5.00

0.017

Required student growth measures

3.42

4.57

0.001

Changes in evaluation process

3.42

4.52

0.003

New evaluation criteria

3.38

4.38

0.010

Statistical data used in process

3.24

4.00

0.025

Outcome:
No significant differences
Improved teaching
and student
learning
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Table 28 – Continued
Response
Category
Outcome: better
teacher planning

Question
Activities to supplement instruction

Teachers
Mean
2.77

Outcome:
Enhanced
Dialogue

Ongoing dialogue with principal –
student outcome
feedback to improve teaching

3.14

4.40

0.000

3.47

4.70

0.002

student expectations

2.83

4.00

0.000

Ongoing dialogue on teaching and
learning
Activities to improve teaching

3.11

4.55

0.000

3.08

3.95

0.019

3.09

3.75

0.037

Activities to improve career content
knowledge

Principals Significance
Mean
(p<0.05)
4.16
0.001

Note: Not all respondents responded to all items.

One interesting observation, of the 34 sets of comparable questions, 20 had
statistically significant differences, as listed in Table 28.
Clear and relevant student achievement performance goals. There is a significant
difference between the perception of teachers and principals whether the clear and
relevant student achievement performance goals were thoroughly discussed between
teacher and principals at the start of the school year. The mean for principals (n=21) was
almost to the moderately agree level (M=4.91, SD=1.34), but the mean for teachers
(n=179) was below the slightly agree level (M=3.78, SD=1.74). Another difference was
how thoroughly detailed the goals are. For principals (n=21), the mean was above the
slightly agree level (M=4.33, SD=1.24), but for teachers (n=174) the response was below
the midpoint of the scale (M=3.44, SD=1.66).
For clear and relevant student achievement performance goals being data driven,
the mean for teachers was 4.11 (SD=1.74), and for principals the mean was 4.43
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(SD=1.20). Both these are slightly above the slightly agree level. There was a larger
variance among the teachers.
Clear evaluation procedures and input. Comparing comparable responses
between principals and teachers, generally there was a greater perception of the
understanding of the components in the clear evaluation procedures and input by
principals than there was by teachers.
In clear evaluation procedures and input, there is a significant difference between
principals and teachers understanding of how teachers are being evaluated. The mean
response from principals (n=21) was just above the moderately agree level (M=5.14,
SD=1.01), and the mean response for teachers (n=177) was just above slightly agree
(M=4.16, SD=1.57). Of the respondents who were principals, 81.0% (n=17) replied either
moderately agree or strongly agree. Of the respondents who were teachers, 50.2% (n=89)
responded either moderately agree or strongly agree.
There is also a significant difference between teachers and principals in
understanding expectations by the principal; the mean response by principals (n=21) was
just above moderately agree (M=5.05, SD=1.20), but the mean response from teachers
(n=177) was just above the slightly agree (M=4.20, SD=1.60). Of the respondents, twothirds of the principals and just over one-half of the teachers either moderately agree or
strongly agree. The perception of classroom visits was also a difference. Although 95.2%
of the principals (n=21) who responded either moderately or strongly (M=5.38, SD=1.12)
agreed they understood the purpose of classroom visits; of the teachers (n=177), only
61.2% (n=107) moderately agreed or strongly agreed (M=4.54, SD=1.61) they
understood the purpose.

129

Two interesting responses, which were not significant and different, were similar
mean responses for the ability to provide input into evaluations between principals (n=21,
M=4.52, SD=1.63), and teachers (n=177, M=4.39, SD=1.60). Both groups responses were
near the midpoint between slightly agree and moderately agree.
Adequate feedback. Principals’ perception of feedback had higher means in all
comparable questions. There were four significant differences in perceptions between
teachers and principals. One significant difference, discussion on how goals were
measured, for principals (n=20), 75% (n=15) responded either moderately agree or
strongly agree (M=5.00, SD=1.30) that goal measurement was adequately discussed. The
mean level was right at the moderately agree level. For teachers (n=178), 50.0% (n=89)
responded moderate or strong agreement that goal measurement was adequately (M=4.08,
SD=1.65) discussed with them. This level is just above the slightly agree level. The data
could suggest the discussion of how goals were measured is adequate as part of the
evaluation, but principals have a stronger belief the evaluation uses the measurement
more effectively.
Another significant difference was the opportunity to adequately discuss items
teachers are evaluated on. Principals (n=20) felt they provided adequate discussion
opportunities for feedback (M=5.20, SD=1.24) on the items teachers were evaluated on,
or just over moderately agree, where teachers’ (n=176) mean response (M=4.29,
SD=1.63) was lower, or above the slightly agree level. For principals (n=20), 80.0% of
the respondents (n=16) either moderately agreed or strongly agreed, where 54.0% (n=95)
of the teachers (n=176) who responded moderately agreed or strongly agreed.
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The third significant difference between teachers and principals is the perception
of the opportunity to adequately discuss the evaluation process. Principals who responded
(n=20) moderately agreed the feedback in the evaluation process was adequately
discussed (M=5.10, SD=1.59), just above the moderately agree level, however, teachers
(M=4.29, SD=1.59) were just above the level of slight agreement. Of the respondents
who were teachers (n=176), 74.2% (n=100) replied in slightly agree or higher. These
responses could lead one to believe the principals perceive they are providing productive
feedback, however the teachers do not perceive the feedback is quite as productive.
The fourth significant difference between the perceptions of teachers and
principals was the opportunity to discuss professional development activities to improve
their teaching practice. Principals who responded (n=20) moderately agreed they
provided adequate opportunity to discuss professional development (M=5.00, SD=1.17)
activities to improve their teaching practice. Teachers (n=177) were just above the level
of slightly agree (M=4.26, SD=1.58). These responses also could lead one to believe the
principals to believe they are providing productive feedback, however the teachers also
do not perceive the feedback is quite as productive.
Adequate professional development. Professional development is the area with
the greatest difference in perceptions between principals and teachers. Three of four
responses had a mean greater than one or equal to one level of response. A significant
difference was professional development on the required student growth measures. Twothirds of principals’ (n=21) responses were moderately agree or strongly agree (M=4.57,
SD=1.29) that they provided adequate professional development on the required student
growth measures, whereas 29.9% (n=52) of teachers (n=174) moderately agreed or
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strongly agreed (M=3.42, SD=1.62) they were provided adequate professional
development. The mean of the teachers is just below the midpoint of the scale.
Another significant difference is in professional development for the changes in
the evaluation process. Principals’ responses to providing adequate training in the
changes in the evaluation process had a mean approximately half way between slightly
agree and strongly agree (M=4.52, SD=1.40). Teachers responses were about the
midpoint between slightly agree and slightly disagree (M=3.42, SD=1.61).
A third significant difference between teachers and principals is in the perception
that adequate professional development was provided to teachers regarding any new
evaluation criteria. The principals’ perception was between slightly agree and moderately
agree (M=4.38, SD=1.53), and between slightly disagree and midpoint for teachers
(M=3.38, SD=1.66).
A fourth significant difference in perception between teachers and principals was
in providing adequate professional development in use of statistical data as part of the
evaluation. Over three-fourths (n=17, 76.2%) of the principals (n=21) at least slightly
agreed they provided adequate professional development for the statistical data used in
their evaluation (M=4.00, SD=1.38), where 55.4% of the teachers (n=175) at least slightly
disagreed or less they received such adequate professional development (M=3.24,
SD=1.66).
Outcome: Better diagnose teaching practice and student learning. There was
little difference in the perception of the evaluation being able to show where learning
levels of students are measured against CTE standards. Both teachers (n=178, M=2.70,
SD=1.49) and principals (n=20, M=2.95, SD=1.50) responded they less than slightly
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disagreed the evaluation system was able to show where their students were performing
to CTE standards.
Outcome: Better teacher planning. Planning is a function for success in any
activity. There was one significant difference in perceptions between teachers and
principals, the perception of the evaluation to provide information to better plan for
professional development activities to supplement instruction in areas of need. Principals’
(n=19) responses to planning professional development activities to supplement
instruction in areas of need for their teachers (M=4.16, SD=1.46) was just above the
slightly agree level. The teachers (n=172) response to planning professional development
to supplement instruction (M=2.77, SD=1.53) was below the slightly disagree level.
Outcome: Enhanced dialogue. The perception of the evaluation system to
enhance dialogue between principals and teachers had several significant differences. An
ongoing dialogue regarding measurements of student outcomes should be beneficial for
improving outcomes. The perception that the evaluation system has resulted in enhanced
dialogue between teachers and principals on teaching and learning had a significant
difference. The difference in means was the largest difference between all responses. A
dialogue among teachers and between teachers and principals is another area of
significance. Of the principals’ responses (n=20), 90.0% (n=18) responded they at least
slightly agree, with the mean slightly above the midpoint between slightly agree and
moderately agree (M=4.55, SD=1.23), they have more ongoing dialogue with their
teachers regarding teaching and learning. Of the teachers the mean response level
(M=3.11 SD=1.75) was just above slightly disagree level.
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A second significant difference was the perception that the evaluation system has
helped the teachers because they are engaged in more ongoing dialogue with their
principal on measurements of student outcomes. The principals’ (n=20) perceptions were
between slightly agree and moderately agree (M=4.40, SD=1.23), where the teachers
(n=175) were near the slightly disagree (M=3.14, SD=1.72).
A third significant difference between the principals and teachers was in their
perception of the evaluation system help in to use the feedback from the principal to
improve teaching. Of the principals (n=20) who responded, 80.0% (n=16) either
moderately agreed or strongly agreed (M=4.70, SD=1.45) they readily provide feedback
to their teachers. Of the teachers (n=176) who responded, only 57.4% (n=101) responded
they use the feedback provided by their principal, although the mean response (M=3.47,
SD=1.78) was near the midpoint between slightly disagree and slightly agree.
The perception that the evaluation system has helped teachers more clearly
understand what is expected of their students is the fourth significant difference. Of the
principals who responded (n=20), 80.0% (n=16) responded (M=4.00, SD=1.03) at the
slightly agree level that their teachers clearly know what is expected of their students.
The teachers (n=175) more than slightly disagreed (M=2.83, SD=1.55) that they clearly
knew what was expected of their students.
A fifth difference in perceptions is teachers believe that the evaluation has helped
with activities to improve their teaching (M=3.08, SD=1.70), at just above the slightly
disagree level, but principals (n=20) believed the evaluation system is driving teachers to
do activities to improve their teaching (M=3.95, SD=1.43). The mean response is slightly
below slightly agree.
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A sixth difference in perceptions is the evaluation has helped with activities to
improve teachers’ career content knowledge. The teachers’ response (n=175, M=3.09,
SD=1.69) was above the slightly disagree level. The principal’ response (n=20, M=3.75,
SD=1. 02) was below the slightly agree level.
Research Question 4
Research question 4 examines to what extent do the teachers’ perceptions about
the implementation of various teacher evaluation system components predict their
perceptions about the impact of such components on their teaching performance?
For each new collapsed variable, a Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for intercorrelation. A Cronbach’s alpha higher than 0.7 is considered a minimum threshold for
internal consistency for most social science applications (Institute for Digital Research
and Education, 2015). Table 17 (offered previously) lists the coefficients for the new
collapsed variables. For teachers, all coefficients were 0.922 or higher.
A stepwise multiple regression analysis using SPSS was used to identify factors
from the eight input questions which have a strong connection to the four outcome
questions. The stepping criteria was if p<0.05, the variable was kept, and removed if
p>0.06. The tables that follow list the results from the multiple regression for each of the
outcome content variables. The outcomes column lists the outcome content variable, and
the input variables which have statistically significant connections to the outcome
variable from the stepwise regression. The correlation column is the correlation between
the content input variable and the output variable. The R2 column measures the variability
which can be accounted for in the model, offers the coefficient of determination, and
represents the strength of the component fit. R2 represents the variability of the response
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data around the mean, and is the proportion of the variance in the dependent, or outcome
variable associated with the independent, or input variable. A coefficient of determination
greater than 0.25 is considered strong (Lomax & Haas-Vaughn, 2012). The standard error
of the estimate column lists the calculated standard error of the estimate, and is an
estimator of the sample statistic to the population. The lower the standard error of the
estimate the closer to the population. The F statistic is a predictor of the explained
variance to the unexplained variance. The p statistic is the calculated level of significance
from the ANOVA. Multiple regression analysis leads to an equation which can be used to
make predictions about a dependent variable from independent variables. Using SPSS,
coefficients can be calculated to create a prediction formula for predicting the change in
outcome of a dependent variable based on changes in an independent variable. Equations
were calculated for each collapsed outcome variable based on significant (p<0.05)
independent variables.
A stepwise multiple regression is an iterative process which calculates the
correlation between each input collapsed variable and its level of significance, determines
which is significant based on the input threshold value, and if any p values are greater
than the threshold value, adds and eliminates the input variables with the highest p value,
and recalculates until an optimal model is obtained. The process recalculates using the
input variables until only input variables with p values less than the threshold value
remain. These are the significant predictors for the model.
A stepwise multiple regression was then performed on each of the input content
variables to determine which individual questions had an impact on the outcome
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collapsed variable. All responses with level of significance of p>0.05 were removed. The
questions with a significance of p<0.05 are described.
Outcome: Better diagnose teaching and learning. A stepwise multiple
regression was performed to determine which of the eight independent variables, clear
and relevant student achievement performance goals, effective student growth
measurement, effective soft skills growth measurements, clear evaluation procedures and
input, principal knowledge, adequate feedback, adequate professional development, and
evaluation metrics, were predictor variables for the dependent variable better diagnose
teaching and learning outcome, question 10 in the teacher survey (see Table 29). The
analysis suggests the items which contribute to the outcome of the teachers’ perception of
better diagnosing teaching and learning (R2=0.589, p=0.000) which have an effect on the
evaluation are the effective student growth measurements, the effective soft skills growth
measure, and the evaluation metrics measure. These combined three collapsed variables
explained 58.9% of the variation in the perceived outcome for better diagnose teaching
and learning outcome collapsed variable (R2=0.589, F(8,136)=63.165, p=0.000).
Looking at the individual collapsed variables of significance, the effective student
growth measurements (R2=0.541, F(6,171)=46.509, p=0.000), effective soft skills growth
measurements (R2=0.465, F(4,173)=71.746, p=0.000), and the evaluation metrics
measure (R2=0.265, F(2,177)=29.976, p=0.024) have a strong correlation for predicting
the outcome. The effective student growth measurements as one independent variable on
predicting the outcome of the dependent variable better diagnose teaching and learning
outcome collapsed variable explains 54.1% of the variation. The effective soft skills
growth measurements as one independent variable on predicting the outcome of the
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dependent variable better diagnose teaching and learning outcome collapsed variable
explains 46.5% of the variation. The evaluation metrics measure as one independent
variable on predicting the outcome of the dependent variable better diagnose teaching and
learning outcome collapsed variable explains 26.5% of the variation.
Multiple regression analysis leads to an equation which can be used to make
predictions on a dependent variable from independent variables. Using SPSS, β
coefficients are calculated as part of the regression analysis. The β coefficient predicts
how the outcome is affected by a one unit change in each input. For the better diagnose
teaching and learning outcome collapsed variable, this equation is 0.145 + 0.365(Student
Growth) + 0.289(Soft Skills) + 0.146(Evaluation Metrics). For example, a one level
increase in effective soft skills growth measurements, holding all other metrics constant,
the better diagnose teaching and learning outcome could be predicted to rise 0.289. Table
29 describes the results from the multiple regression.
Table 29
Multiple Regression Analysis for Outcome: Better Diagnose Teaching and Learning
using Independent Collapsed Variables
β

t

Clear and Relevant Student Achievement
Performance Goals

-0.077

-0.762

0.448

Effective Student Growth Measurements

0.365

4.436

0.000*

Effective Soft Skills Growth Measurements

0.289

3.966

0.000*

Clear Evaluation Procedures and Input

0.067

0.889

0.376

Principal Knowledge and Role

0.076

1.076

0.284

Adequate Feedback

0.054

0.793

0.429

Adequate Professional Development

0.776

0.998

0.320

Evaluation Metrics

0.146

2.278

0.024*

Variable

2

R

0.589

F
*p<0.05

63.165
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An additional stepwise multiple regression was done with each question within
the three significant collapsed variables to determine which individual questions were
significant predictors of the better diagnose teaching and learning outcome collapsed
variable. Table 31 describes the regression analysis and lists statistical significance for
the significant questions from stepwise regression.
Table 30
Collapsed Variable Significant Predictors for Outcome: Better Diagnose Teaching and
Learning

Outcome - variables kept
Outcome: Better diagnose
teaching practice and student
learning
Effective student growth
measurements
Effective soft skills growth
measurements
Evaluation metrics

Grand
Mean
2.70

Pearson
Correlation
0.768

R2
0.589

Standard
error of ANOVA ANOVA
estimate
F
p (p<0.05)
0.88843 63.165
0.000

3.24

0.735

0.541

0.98410

46.509

0.000

2.93

0.682

0.465

1.03719

71.746

0.000

3.33

0.515

0.265

1.23938

29.976

0.024

Table 31
Significant Included Items Predictions for the Outcome: Better Diagnose Teaching and
Learning Questions from Multiple Regression
Question
Effective student growth measurements
student gains in academic content
gains in technical skills
gains from school wide goals

R2
0.541

Effective soft skills growth measurements
growth in interpersonal skills
growth in critical thinking skills

0.465

Understanding evaluation metrics
value-added measurements
core performance indicators

0.265
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t

p<0.05

4.478
3.584
3.123

0.000
0.000
0.002

3.890
2.403

0.000
0.017

3.272
2.677

0.001
0.008

For effective student growth measurements variable, the significant responses
from stepwise multiple regression were questions investigating student gains in academic
content (p=0.000), gains from school wide goals (p=0.002), and gains in technical skills
(p=0.000). For the collapsed effective soft skills growth measurements variable, the
significant responses from stepwise regression were growth in interpersonal skills
(p=0.000), and growth in critical thinking skills (p=0.017). For the evaluation metrics
variable, the significant responses from value-added measurements (p=0.001) and core
performance indicators (p=0.008) were the factors identified.
This could suggest that the perceptions of the teachers that the inputs into their
evaluation that have a strong contribution to their perceptions of the outcomes of their
evaluation are what the student should be measured on. Since all three of these collapsed
variables had grand means around the slightly disagree level, this suggests the teachers
do not believe their evaluation adequately measures the content they are teaching and
thus this could lead to predict their beliefs that their evaluation is not necessarily helping
them better diagnose teaching and learning.
Outcome: Better teacher planning. A stepwise multiple regression was
performed to determine which of the eight independent variables were predictor variables
for the dependent variable outcome: better teacher planning, question 11 in the teacher
survey (see Table 32). The analysis suggests the significant items which contribute to the
outcome of the teachers’ perception of better teacher planning (R2=0.498, p=0.000) were
the effective soft skills growth measurements, the effective student growth
measurements, and the evaluation metrics measure.
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Looking at the individual collapsed variables of significance, the significant items
which contribute to the outcome of the teachers’ perception of better teacher planning
(R2=0.498, F(3,136)=43.062, p=0.000), the effective soft skills growth measurements
(R2=0.426, F(3,174)=122.387, p=0.000), the effective student growth measurements
(R2=0.426, F(6,171)=39.077, p=0.000), and the evaluation metrics measure (R2=0.265,
F(2,177)=29.976, p=0.000) have a strong correlation for predicting outcome. These
combined three collapsed variables explained 49.8% of the variation in the perceived for
outcome: better teacher planning. The effective student growth measurements as one
independent variable on predicting the outcome of the dependent variable better teacher
planning explains 42.6% of the variation. The effective soft skills growth measurements
as one independent variable on predicting the outcome of the dependent variable better
teacher planning also explains 42.6% of the variation. The evaluation metrics measure as
one independent variable on predicting the outcome of the dependent variable better
teacher planning explains 26.5% of the variation.
Multiple regression analysis leads to an equation which can be used to make
predictions on a dependent variable from independent variables. For the better teacher
planning outcome, this equation is 0.219 + 0.240(Student Growth) + 0.346(Soft Skills) +
0.193(Evaluation Metrics). For example, a one level increase in effective soft skills
growth measurements, holding all other metrics constant, the better teacher planning
outcome could be predicted to rise 0.346. Table 32 describes the results from the multiple
regression.
An additional stepwise multiple regression with each question within the three
significant collapsed variables to determine which questions could have significant
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impact on the better teacher planning outcome. Table 34 describes the regression
analysis and lists statistics significance for the significant questions from stepwise
multiple regression.
Table 32
Multiple Regression Analysis for Better Teacher Planning using Independent Collapsed
Variables
β

t

p

Clear and Relevant Student Achievement
Performance Goals

0.047

0.021

0.674

Effective Student Growth Measurements

0.240

2.495

0.014*

Effective Soft Skills Growth Measurements

0.346

4.066

0.000*

Clear Evaluation Procedures and Input

-0.004

-0.059

0.959

Principal Knowledge and Role

0.019

0.233

0.816

Adequate Feedback

-0.041

-0.532

0.596

Adequate Professional Development

0.079

0.340

0.349

Understanding Evaluation Metrics

0.193

2.576

0.011*

Variable

2

R

0.498

F
*p<0.05

43.062

Table 33
Outcome: Better Teacher Planning
Grand
Mean
2.64

Pearson
Correlation
0.706

R2
0.498

Standard
error of ANOVA ANOVA
estimate
F
p (p<0.05)
1.03688 43.062
0.000

Effective soft skills growth
measurements

2.93

0.653

0.426

1.09199

122.387

0.000

Effective student growth
measurements

3.24

0.653

0.426

1.10263

39.077

0.000

3.33

0.515

0.265

1.23938

29.976

0.000

Outcome - variables kept
Better teacher planning

Evaluation metrics
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Table 34
Outcome: Better Teacher Planning Questions from Multiple Regression
Question
Effective soft skills growth measurements
growth in interpersonal skills

R2
0.426

Effective student growth measurements
gains from school wide goals
gains in technical skills
certification/licensure attainment

0.426

Understanding evaluation metrics
value-added measurements
core performance indicators

0.265

t

p<0.05

11.063

0.000

3.099
3.010
2.624

0.002
0.003
0.010

3.430
2.307

0.001
0.022

For the effective soft skills growth measurements variable, the only response from
stepwise multiple regression was growth in interpersonal skills (p=0.000). For effective
student growth measurements variable, the responses from stepwise multiple regression
were questions investigating a) gains from school wide goals (p=0.002), b) gains in
technical skills (p=0.003), and c) certification/licensure attainment (p=0.010). For the
evaluation metrics variable responses, a) gains in value added measurement (p=0.001),
and b) core performance indicators (p=0.022) were the factors kept.
The grand means for all three of these collapsed variables were around the
slightly disagree level. These results could suggest that the teachers’ perception is that
the inputs in their evaluation tool do not effectively help them in their planning, as what
they are planning for is not effectively evaluated. This suggests the teachers perceive they
are planning for their students’ classroom content, but the evaluation system does not
assist them, or measure them adequately.
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Outcome: Enhanced dialogue. A stepwise multiple regression was performed to
determine which of the eight independent variables were predictor variables for the
dependent variable enhanced dialogue, question 12 in the teacher survey (see Table 36).
The analysis suggests the items which contribute to the teachers’ perception of the
application of the enhanced dialogue (R2=0.561, F(5,133)=55.010, p=0.000) which have
an effect on the evaluation are the principal knowledge and role, effective evaluation
metrics measure, and the effective soft skills growth measurements. These combined
three collapsed variables explained 56.1% of the variation in the perceived outcome for
enhanced dialogue.
Looking at the individual collapsed variables of significance, the evaluation
metrics measure (R2=0.378, F(2,175)=50.965, p=0.000), principal knowledge and role
(R2=0.354, F(3,174)=45.999, p=0.000), and the effective soft skills growth measurements
(R2=0.348, F(4,173)=88.527, p=0.000) have a strong correlation for predicting outcome.
The evaluation metrics measure as one independent variable on predicting the outcome of
the dependent variable enhanced dialogue explains 37.8% of the variation. The principal
knowledge as one independent variable on predicting the outcome of the dependent
variable enhanced dialogue outcome explains 35.4% of the variation. The effective soft
skills growth measurements as one independent variable on predicting the outcome of the
dependent variable enhanced dialogue explains 34.8% of the variation.
Multiple regression analysis leads to an equation which can be used to make
predictions on a dependent variable from independent variables. For the enhanced
dialogue outcome collapsed variable, this equation is -0.145 + 0.241(Evaluation Metrics)
+ 0.228(Principal Knowledge) + 0.295(Soft Skills). For example, a one level increase in
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effective soft skills growth measurements, holding all other metrics constant, the
enhanced dialogue outcome could be predicted to rise 0.295. Table 35 describes the
results from the multiple regression.
An additional stepwise multiple regression was done with each question within
the three significant collapsed variables to determine which questions could have
significant impact on the enhanced dialogue outcome. Table 37 describes the regression
analysis and lists statistical significance to the significant questions from stepwise
regression.
Table 35
Multiple Regression Analysis for Outcome: Enhanced Dialogue Using Independent
Collapsed Variables
β

t

p

Clear and Relevant Student Achievement
Performance Goals

0.177

1.764

0.080

Effective Student Growth Measurements

0.092

0.866

0.388

Effective Soft Skills Growth Measurements

0.295

4.317

0.000*

Clear Evaluation Procedures and Input

0.055

0.545

0.587

Principal Knowledge and Role

0.228

3.044

0.003*

Adequate Feedback

-0.089

-0.095

0.372

Adequate Professional Development

-0.047

-0.577

0.565

Understanding Evaluation Metrics

0.241

2.765

0.007*

Variable

R2

0.561

F

55.010

p<0.05

Table 36 lists significant predictor collapsed variables for the enhanced dialogue
outcome collapsed variable from stepwise multiple regression.
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Table 36
Collapsed Variable Significant Predictors for Outcome: Enhanced Dialogue

Outcome - variables kept
Enhanced dialogue

Grand
Mean
3.15

Correlation
0.749

R2
0.561

Standard
error of ANOVA ANOVA
estimate
F
p (p<0.05)
0.99512 55.010
0.000

Evaluation metrics

3.33

0.615

0.378

1.19549

50.965

0.000

Principal knowledge

4.03

0.595

0.354

1.22037

45.999

0.000

2.93

0.590

0.348

1.20459

88.527

0.000

Effective soft skills growth
measurements

Table 37
Enhanced Dialogue Questions from Linear Regression
R2

Question
Understanding evaluation metrics
understanding value-added measurements
understanding student growth component

0.378

Principal knowledge and role
my portfolio of student growth data
clearly understands the technical skills of my
profession

0.354

Effective soft skills growth measurements
growth in interpersonal skills

0.348

ANOVA ANOVA
t
p<0.05
4.795
2.396

0.000
0.018

4.024
3.013

0.000
0.001

9.409

0.000

For the evaluation metrics variable, the responses from a) value-added
measurement (p=0.000) and b) student growth component (p=0.018) were the responses
identified. For the principal knowledge variable, the responses investigating a),
appropriately addresses my portfolio of student growth data (p=0.000), and b) clearly
understands the technical skills of my profession to evaluate me (p=0.001) were the
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responses identified. For the effective soft skills growth measurements variable, the only
response from stepwise regression was growth in interpersonal skills (p=0.000).
The results of the enhanced dialogue collapsed variable could suggest the
performance of the teacher is perceived to not being evaluated properly by the evaluation.
The principals’ knowledge of the evaluation system as perceived by teachers is at slightly
agree level, however, evaluation metrics, that is, what they are measured on, and
particularly the growth in interpersonal skills is not. Interpersonal skills are a key
component of a teacher in CTE’s teaching content, but could be perceived to be either not
as important to the principal or not measured well.
Outcome: Better support CTE student outcomes. A stepwise multiple
regression was performed to determine which of the eight independent variables were
predictor variables for the dependent variable student improvement, question 13 in the
teacher survey (see Table 39). The input content question variables significant to the
outcome for student improvement (R2=0.536, F(5,130)=50.135, p=0.000) which were
kept in the model were the effective soft skills growth measurements, clear and relevant
student achievement performance goals, and principal knowledge.
Looking at the individual collapsed variables of significance, the variables
significant to the outcome for student improvement which were kept in the model were
the a) effective soft skills growth measurements (R2=0.411, F(3,172)=115.953, p=0.000),
b) clear and relevant student achievement performance goals (R2=0.376,
F(8,169)=47.892, p=0.000), and c) principal knowledge and role (R2=0.259,
F(3,174)=29.414, p=0.000). The effective soft skills growth measurements as one
independent variable on predicting the outcome of the dependent variable better support
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CTE student outcomes explains 41.1% of the variation. The clear and relevant student
achievement performance goals measure as one independent variable on predicting the
outcome of the dependent variable better support CTE student outcomes explains 37.6%
of the variation. The principal knowledge as one independent variable on predicting the
outcome of the dependent variable better support CTE student outcomes explains 25.9%
of the variation.
Multiple regression analysis leads to an equation which can be used to make
predictions on a dependent variable from independent variables. For the better support
CTE student outcomes, this equation is -0.356 + 0.290(Soft Skills) + 0.449(Student
Achievement) + 0.172(Principal Knowledge). For example, a one level increase in
effective soft skills growth measurements, holding all other metrics constant, the better
support CTE student outcomes outcome could be predicted to rise 0.290. Table 38
describes the results from the multiple regression for each of the three collapsed variables
which were significant to having an effect on student improvement.
Table 38
Multiple Regression Analysis for Better Support CTE Student Outcomes using
Independent Collapsed Variables
β

t

p

Clear and Relevant Student Achievement
Performance Goals

0.449

6.115

0.000*

Effective Student Growth Measurements

0.197

1.840

0.068

Effective Soft Skills Growth Measurements

0.290

2.979

0.003*

Clear Evaluation Procedures and Input

0.063

0.612

0.542

Principal Knowledge and Role

0.172

2.195

0.030*

Adequate Feedback

0.092

0.906

0.367

Adequate Professional Development

0.021

0.264

0.792

Variable
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Table 38 – Continued
Variable
Understanding evaluation Metrics
R2

0.536

F
*p<0.05

50.15

β

t

p

0.075

0.865

0.389

An additional stepwise multiple regression was done with each question in the
three significant collapsed variables to determine which questions could have significant
impact on the student improvement outcome. Table 40 describes the regression analysis
and ANOVA coefficients for the kept questions from stepwise regression.
Table 39
Outcome for Better Support CTE Student Outcomes
Grand
Mean
2.80

Correlation
0.732

R2
0.536

Standard
error of ANOVA ANOVA
estimate
F
p (p<0.05)
1.07448 50.135
0.000

Effective soft skills growth
measurements

2.93

0.641

0.411

1.17293

115.953

0.000

Student achievement
performance goals

3.63

0.613

0.376

1.22534

47.892

0.000

Principal knowledge

4.03

0.509

0.259

1.32137

29.414

0.000

Outcome - variables kept
Student improvement

For the collapsed effective soft skills growth measurements variable, the only
response from stepwise multiple regression was measures interpersonal skills (p=0.000).
For clear and relevant student achievement performance goals variable, the responses
from stepwise multiple regression were responses investigating a) accurately measured
based on established standards (p=0.000), and b) thoroughly detailed for all goals
(p=0.003). For the principal knowledge and role variable, the responses a) clearly
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understands the technical skills of my profession to evaluate me (p=0.001) and b)
appropriately assesses my portfolio of student growth data (p=0.011) were significant.
Table 40
Better Support CTE Student Outcomes Questions from Multiple Regression
Question
Effective soft skills growth measurements
growth in interpersonal skills

R2
0.411

Clear and relevant student achievement performance goals
accurately measured based on established standards
thoroughly detailed for all goals

0.376

Principal knowledge and role
clearly understands the technical skills of my profession
my portfolio of student growth data

0.259

t

p<0.05

10.768

0.000

4.048
2.980

0.000
0.003

3.273
2.583

0.001
0.011

These results could suggest the teachers’ perception of measurement of student
improvement in their evaluation may be occurring. Interpersonal skills, a component of
effective soft skills growth measurements, are perceived to not be measured effectively,
yet the clear and relevant student achievement performance goals, particularly being
detailed and measured based on established CTE standards, have grand means which are
below the midpoint of the scale. Again, this could suggest the evaluation system does not
adequately evaluate the teachers’ performances in better supporting CTE student
outcomes.
Summary of Open Ended Questions
Two open-ended questions were provided to teachers and principals as part of the
survey. The first question asked teachers what has been the greatest benefit of the new
evaluation system to help them as a CTE teacher. The responses were categorized in
alignment with the content collapsed variable questions, and were coded as either a

150

positive response or a negative response. Several respondents provided a more than one
response. Of the respondents (n=130), 67 responded there was not any benefit. There
were no responses for effective soft skills growth measurement or better teaching and
planning outcome.
The second question asked teachers what components/parts of the evaluation
system they believed require the most improvement to better help them as a CTE teacher.
The responses were categorized in alignment with the content collapsed variable
questions; of the respondents (n=137), the content collapsed variable questions with the
largest responses were related to effective student growth measurements (n=44) and clear
evaluation procedures and input (n=44).
The open-ended questions for principals asked them what has been the greatest
benefit of the new evaluation system to help them as a CTE principal. Of the respondents
(n=6), four responded the evaluation system was beneficial for evaluation procedures.
One responded there was no benefit. The second open-ended question asked principals
what components/parts of the evaluation system do principals believe require the most
improvement to better help them as a CTE Principal? Of the respondents (n=6), four
replied there needs with the effective student growth measurement in the evaluation
system.
Chapter 4 Summary
Chapter 4 provided a detailed analysis of the results from my survey of teachers
and principals of CTE centers in Michigan. Descriptive statistics, an analysis of variance,
and regression analysis were performed on the responses. Major findings include, from
the evaluation metrics, both teachers and principals are in disagreement that the
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evaluation system used adequately measures students’ performance to CTE standards.
Another major finding is that work-based learning is not accounted for in the evaluation
system. Chapter 5 will discuss these in detail, how they relate to the literature, and
provide recommendations.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
This chapter examines the results of the Martel CTE Teacher Evaluation Analysis
Survey given in May, 2015. The respondents were 180 teachers and 21 principals or
assistant principals from 37 CTE centers in Michigan. The first research question
investigated the teachers’ perceptions of recent changes in their teacher evaluation
systems including a student growth element. The second research question investigated
the principals’ perceptions of these teacher evaluation systems. The third research
question investigated differences in perceptions between the teachers and the principals
on various teacher evaluation system elements. The fourth research question investigated
which input factors related to the teacher evaluation system are connected to, or can be
used to predict, the teachers’ perception of any improvements in teaching and student
outcomes as a result of the evaluation systems.
As discussed in Chapter 2, significant teacher evaluation system changes have
recently been mandated by interests outside the school systems. Most previous research
has been done in traditional school settings, with little within CTE centers specifically.
This study begins the investigation of the principals’ and teachers’ perceptions regarding
their new teacher evaluation systems at CTE centers.
Summary of Major Results
Findings Relating to Teacher Perceptions
Responses from teachers suggest the areas of strength in the evaluation system are
the procedures and feedback process. Of the top 16 mean responses, 14 relate to clear
evaluation procedures and input (EP) and feedback processes (FP). Responses related to
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better teacher planning (PL) and to better diagnosing teaching and learning (TP) had the
lowest means, with nine of the 10 lowest response means in these categories. This
suggests the process for the evaluation may be working, however, the outcomes of what
is measured and whether the process is a tool to help drive improvements in teaching and
learning are not perceived as working well. Table 41 lists all of the mean responses from
teachers from highest level of mean response to lowest level of mean response.
Table 41
Mean Rankings of all Teacher Perceptions Items
Category Question

Mean

SD

EP

I clearly understand the purpose of classroom visits by my
principal

4.54

1.61

EP

Adequately provides opportunities to improve my professional 4.51
skills

1.55

EP

Adequately provides opportunities to improve my teaching
practice

4.42

1.55

EP

I can readily provide input into my evaluation content

4.39

1.60

FB

I am able to adequately discuss my evaluation process

4.29

1.59

FB

I am able to adequately discuss the items I am evaluated on

4.29

1.63

FB

I am able to adequately discuss my career goals

4.28

1.67

FB

I am able to adequately discuss professional development
activities I can do to improve my career content

4.28

1.60

FB

I am able to adequately discuss professional development
activities I can do to improve my teaching practice

4.26

1.58

EP

I clearly understand what my principal expects of me

4.20

1.60

EP

I clearly understand how I am being evaluated

4.16

1.57

SA

My goals are clearly data driven

4.11

1.74

EP

I can readily recommend different methods of student growth 4.09
measurement

1.66

FB

I am able to adequately discuss how the goals are measured in 4.08
my evaluation

1.65

EP

I clearly understand what data I am being evaluated on

4.05

1.64

SA

My evaluation is clearly understood by me

4.01

1.69
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Table 41 - Continued
Category Question

Mean

SD

PK

My principal appropriately assesses my portfolio of student
growth data

3.97

1.63

SA

My evaluation is appropriately rigorous

3.86

1.54

SA

My evaluation is thoroughly discussed with me at the start of 3.78
the school year

1.74

EM

I have a strong understanding of the student growth component 3.67

1.58

EP

My principal clearly understands the technical content of my
teaching to fairly evaluate me

3.61

1.83

EP

My principal clearly understands the technical skills of my
profession to fairly evaluate me

3.60

1.86

SA

My evaluation is clearly defined for my career cluster’s 12
segments

3.58

1.74

SA

My evaluation is timely such that I can readily achieve them
within the evaluation period

3.53

1.63

EM

I have a strong understanding of the core performance
indicators

3.50

1.57

ED

I readily use the feedback from my principal to improve
teaching

3.47

1.78

SA

My evaluation is thoroughly detailed for all goals

3.44

1.66

SG

My evaluation effectively measures my students’ gains in
technical skills learned

3.43

1.65

ED

I am engaged in more ongoing dialogue with my colleagues
regarding teaching and learning

3.43

1.80

PD

I received adequate professional development on the changes 3.42
in the evaluation process

1.61

PD

I received adequate professional development on student
growth measures

3.42

1.62

SG

My evaluation effectively measures my students’ gains in
technical content

3.41

1.68

SA

My evaluation is clearly relevant

3.40

1.61

PD

I received adequate professional development on any new
evaluation criteria

3.38

1.66

SG

My evaluation effectively measures my students’ gains in
academic content

3.35

1.59

SG

My evaluation effectively uses data from authentic
assessments

3.34

1.63

SG

My evaluation effectively uses data from core performance
indicators

3.29

1.64

155

Table 41 - Continued
Category Question

Mean

SD

SA

My evaluation is accurately measured based on established
standards (Licensure/certifications)

3.28

1.65

SG

My evaluation effectively uses multiple measures of student
outcomes

3.28

1.65

SA

My evaluation is easily measured based on established
standards

3.26

1.69

PD

I received adequate professional development on statistical
data used in my evaluation

3.24

1.66

EM

I have a strong understanding of the statistics used in data
analysis

3.15

1.60

ED

I am engaged in more ongoing dialogue with my principal
about measurements of student outcomes

3.14

1.72

ED

I am engaged in more ongoing dialogue with my principal
about teaching and learning

3.11

1.75

ED

I am continually doing activities identified in my evaluation to 3.09
increase my career content knowledge

1.69

ED

I am continually doing activities identified in my evaluation to 3.08
improve my teaching

1.70

SS

My evaluation effectively measures work-based learning

3.07

1.74

SG

My evaluation effectively uses data from student licensure
and/or certification attainment

3.06

1.61

SS

My evaluation effectively measures employability skills for
my profession

3.06

1.74

SS

My evaluation effectively measures critical thinking skills

2.99

1.63

SG

My evaluation effectively uses data from school-wide gains

2.97

1.51

EM

I have a strong understanding of value-added measurement

2.95

1.54

SS

My evaluation effectively measures leadership skills

2.91

1.67

SI

The new evaluation system helps my students better in
learning of academic content

2.90

1.64

SS

My evaluation effectively measures interpersonal skills

2.87

1.66

ED

I more clearly know what is expected of my students

2.83

1.55

SI

The new evaluation system helps my students better in
learning of technical skills

2.83

1.64

SS

My evaluation effectively measures team building

2.80

1.64

TP

The new evaluation system helps me better determine any
adjustments needed regarding time spent on specific topics

2.80

1.54
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Table 41 - Continued
Category Question

Mean

SD

TP

The new evaluation system readily shows me where I need to 2.77
improve my CTE delivery techniques

1.57

PL

The new evaluation system helps me better plan activities to
supplement instruction in areas of need

2.77

1.53

PL

The new evaluation system helps me better plan long term for 2.71
activities for my classes

1.50

TP

The new evaluation system readily shows me where my
students’ learning levels are against CTE standards

2.70

1.49

TP

The new evaluation system helps me better diagnose my
students’ learning of content

2.69

1.51

SI

The new evaluation system helps my students better in
learning of soft skills

2.60

1.56

PL

The new evaluation system helps me better plan short term
activities for my classes

2.57

1.46

TP

The new evaluation system helps me better diagnose my
students’ learning rates

2.53

1.45

PL

Better plan opportunities for work-based learning for my
students

2.53

1.47

Note: Not all respondents responded to all items. Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately
Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.
Teacher category: SA= clear and relevant student achievement performance goals; SG=effective student
growth measurements; SS=effective soft skills measurements; EP=clear evaluation procedures and input;
PK=principal knowledge and role; FB=adequate feedback; PD=adequate professional development;
EM=understanding the teacher evaluation metrics; TP= Outcome-better diagnose teaching and learning;
PL=outcome-planning; ED=Outcome-enhanced dialogue; SI=Student Improvement;

Based on this data, the significant findings from the perceptions of these CTE
teachers are listed in Table 42, and discussed in the narrative that follows.
Table 42
Significant Findings of Teacher Perceptions
Collapsed New Variables

Significant Finding

Teacher Perception of Inputs
Clear and Relevant Student Achievement
Performance Goals (SA)

Teachers reported their goals are generally
understood, are data driven and are adequately
discussed with their principals
Teachers reported their goals are moderately
related to CTE
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Table 42 – Continued
Collapsed New Variables

Significant Finding

Effective Student Growth Measurements (SG)

Teachers reported their evaluation somewhat
ineffective in measuring CTE aspects of student
growth

Effective Soft Skills Growth Measurements (SS) Teachers reported their evaluation somewhat
ineffective in measuring student gains in CTE
soft skills
Clear Evaluation Procedures and Input (EP)

Teachers reported they have a high level of
understanding of the evaluation procedures
Most teachers were allowed to provide input
into their evaluation

Principal Knowledge and Role (PK)

Teachers reported they were generally provided
with adequate opportunities for improvement by
their principal

Adequate Feedback (FB)

Teachers reported they were generally able to
adequately discuss aspects of evaluation with
principal

Adequate Professional Development (PD)

Teachers marginally disagree PD on their
evaluation system was adequately provided.

Understanding the teacher evaluation metrics
(EM)

Teachers reported they have a low level of
understanding of value-added measures and
statistics

Teacher Perception of Evaluation Outcomes
Better Diagnose Teaching and learning (TP)

Teachers perceive their evaluation system is not
a strong tool to drive improvement in their
teaching practice
Teachers perceive their evaluation system is not
a strong tool for measurement of students’ CTE
learning

Better Teacher Planning (PL)

Teachers perceive their evaluation system is not
an effective tool to assist in teachers’ planning
activities

Enhanced Dialogue (PO)

Teachers perceive their evaluation system is not
an effective tool to promote activities identified
as needs of improvement
Teachers perceive their evaluation is not a good
tool to identify, address, and measure student
expectations

Better Support CTE Student Outcomes (SI)

Teachers perceive their evaluation is not a good
tool to adequately support student learning in
CTE
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Clear and Relevant student achievement performance goals. With the
mandate for a teacher’s performance evaluation to be based in part on student
achievement, clear and relevant student achievement performance goals should be well
defined and understood. The grand mean response for the clear and relevant student
achievement performance goals collapsed variable, as noted in Table 18, was 3.63 on a
scale from 1 to 6, suggesting teachers only slightly agree that this part of the evaluation
process adequately measures clear and relevant student achievement performance goals.
Teachers responded that their goals were data driven (m=4.11) and understood by them
(m=4.01) and thoroughly discussed (m=3.78); however, whether the measurements were
detailed (m=3.44), based on established standards (m=3.26), and whether they were
measured according to these established standards (m=3.28) were perceived to be less
than moderately accurate.
One mandate in the RTTT legislation, as well as in Michigan Public Act 205, is
the requirement of rigor. In this survey, almost two-thirds of the teachers who responded
at least slightly agreed their goals were rigorous (m=3.86). Responses to the two
questions regarding SMART goals, as described in Chapter 2, being clearly defined
(m=3.58) and timely (m=3.53), were localized around the midpoint of the scale.
Effective student growth measurements. In reference to the effective student
growth measurements collapsed variable, teachers were asked about academics, skills,
and classroom and school-wide criteria, and had a grand mean of 3.24 on a scale from 1
to 6, and all nine individual item means were below the midpoint of the scale. Students in
CTE have technical skills and content as large parts of their curriculum. The responses
with the highest means were whether, as part of the teachers’ evaluation, the evaluation
159

properly measures students’ gains in technical skills learned (m=3.23), and effectively
measures gains in technical content (m=3.41). The data suggests the teachers have a
slight disagreement with the evaluation process adequately measuring their teacher
performance for student technical gains using the student growth component. Further, in
the responses to adequate feedback questions, teachers’ lowest response level was with
data from school wide gains (m=2.97), a part of NCLB. With the mandate possibly being
that 50% of the teacher’s evaluation must be based on student outcomes, as noted in
Chapter 2, the data suggests teachers are concerned with the accuracy and validity of the
student outcomes measurement process for their evaluation.
Effective soft skills growth measurements. Employers are looking for soft skills
from employees. Such soft skills include work-based learning, personal skills, and critical
thinking skills. As described in Chapter 2, how soft skills are measured is a difficult task.
The grand mean for the effective soft skills growth measure collapsed variable, on a scale
from 1 to 6, was 2.93, below the slightly disagree level. The data from the respondents
suggests their evaluation systems do not effectively measure soft skills. Indeed, workbased learning is one key attribute for CTE, and should give an indication of how one
will perform on the job, yet the perception is that work-based learning is not effectively
measured (m=3.07). Work-based learning experiences are supposed to be a significant
component of CTE per the Perkins Act of 2006 (U.S. Department of Education, 2006).
Interpersonal skills (m=2.87), another key component, as well as a component identified
as a predictor on outcomes in teacher performance which will be discussed later in this
chapter, was below the slightly disagree level. Over one-half of teachers’ responses were
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in the slightly disagree to strongly disagree range for all six questions regarding this
content.
Clear evaluation procedures and input. Evaluation procedures are an
administrative function, and, as discussed in the review of the literature, should be
defined and understood by both the evaluator and the person being evaluated. The data
from the responses from teachers suggest there is an agreement this is occurring to some
extent. The grand mean for teachers’ responses collapsed variable was 4.23, above the
slightly agree level. Teachers had a good understanding of the purposes of their
principal’s classroom visits (m=4.54), as well as how they are being evaluated (m=4.16).
The teachers also responded they were allowed to provide input (m=4.39) into their
evaluation. The largest two response levels for all questions regarding evaluation
procedure items were either moderately agree or strongly agree.
Principal knowledge and role. CTE principals, as discussed in Chapter 2, have
the responsibility for providing an evaluation based on technical skills and assessment for
their teachers. The data from teacher respondents regarding their principals’ knowledge
of the evaluation process suggest principals perform certain management functions
moderately well, in that they are providing opportunities for improvement in skills and
practice. The grand mean for the principal knowledge and role collapsed variable was
4.03, or near the slightly agree level. The largest individual response to the two questions
addressing the management activities, providing opportunities to improve professional
skills (n= 63, 35.4%) and providing opportunities to improve teaching practice (n=56,
31.6%) had responses of strongly agree, with providing opportunities to improve
professional skills (m=4.51) and providing opportunities to improve teaching practice
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(m=4.42), having means between slightly agree and moderately agree. This suggests
principals are allowing teachers to improve their abilities to provide instruction. There
was less support for their principals’ technical content knowledge (m=3.61) and technical
skills knowledge (m=3.60) of the teachers’ class, yet still over one-half of all respondents
were in the slightly-moderately-strongly agreement levels for these two questions.
Adequate feedback. The feedback topic is another management function, and
had the highest grand mean (GM=4.25) of all topics from the teachers. Feedback is a
critical managerial responsibility for being a leader, and, as discussed in chapter 2, can be
difficult because of the often cordial relationship between teachers and principals.
Feedback can indicate there is dialogue between teachers, and positive responses greater
than slightly agree in responses regarding the evaluation process (m=4.29), evaluation
items (m=4.29), career goals (m=4.28), professional development to improve their career
content (m=4.28), professional development to improve teaching (m=4.26), and goal
measurement (m=4.08) indicate this is occurring. Nearly three-quarters of all questions in
the adequate feedback content had responses slightly, moderately, or strongly agree
range. The data suggests teachers believe there is adequate feedback in the evaluation
process.
Professional development. The professional development aspect of the survey
investigated whether the teachers received adequate professional development and
training regarding the changes in the evaluation criteria due to the student growth
mandate. Professional development, as required by both RTTT and Perkins legislation
and discussed in chapter 2, should be an integral part of the evaluation process. The grand
mean for the professional development collapsed variable was 3.37, below the midpoint
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of the scale. The highest mean responses were whether teachers were provided adequate
professional development for process changes (m=3.42), and for required student growth
measures (m=3.42). New criteria in the evaluation (m=3.38), as well as statistical data
used (m=3.24), a potential component of student growth measurement, were not
perceived to be adequately provided. Over one-half of the teachers who responded to
each of the four questions disagreed with the response that they were adequately provided
professional development for the evaluation system changes associated with the student
growth mandate. All teachers and administrators as an on-going part of continuous
improvement should be provided professional development to maintain a high quality
staff. As mentioned in Chapter 2, a high quality staff leads to improved student outcomes.
Understanding the teacher evaluation metrics. The components of an
evaluation system, as discussed in chapter 2, should be well understood by both the
teacher and the principal. The grand mean response for the understanding the teacher
evaluation metrics collapsed variable was 3.33. The student growth component (m=3.67)
as mandated by legislative action, is a key factor in teacher evaluations, and should be
well understood by both teachers and principals. The data suggests there is a need for
development in understanding the student growth component in the teachers’ evaluation.
With an emphasis on student growth and its measurement, value-added
measurement (m=2.95) is receiving a lot of attention, and there appears to be a need for
training and development to improve understanding in this area. Almost two-thirds of the
respondents responded they were in slight, moderate or strong disagreement with
understanding value-added measurement, with an overall mean below the slightly
disagree level. There was also a low level of understanding of the statistics (m=3.15)
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used in teacher evaluations. As growth is being quantified by mandates, understanding
statistical analysis on growth is a concept that should be understood by both teachers and
principals.
Evaluation outcome: Better diagnose teaching and learning. The better
diagnose teaching and learning outcome content questions centered on student growth
measurement and were used as outcome variables. The collapsed variable had the second
lowest overall grand mean, 2.70, below the slightly disagree level. Over one-third of the
respondents for each question responded they strongly disagreed with each better
diagnose teaching and learning evaluation outcome question, and less than 3% of the
respondents replied they strongly agreed with each question. This response level should
be a concern, as one could imply the teachers do not believe the evaluation is a tool for
improvement. If the outcome of an evaluation is improved teacher performance, the
perception of the teachers who responded suggest their evaluations do not meet this
objective.
Responses from teachers suggest the evaluation system also does not provide
measurements for CTE teachers to improvement to CTE delivery techniques (m=2.77)
and student learning levels to CTE standards (m=2.70). As discussed in Chapter 2, these
components are necessary for a teacher to make improvements to their practice.
Evaluation outcome: Better teacher planning. ‘If you fail to plan, you plan to
fail’ is a statement often attributable to Benjamin Franklin (Boufford, 2015). Planning is
an activity for success. An outcome of an evaluation system should provide opportunities
to improve planning through feedback, and other parts of the evaluation. In this survey,
the outcome for teachers having their evaluation help with their planning (GM=2.64) had
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the lowest grand mean response level of all content questions from the respondents. The
largest number of responses for each question was the strongly disagree level, and
strongly agree was the lowest response, less than 2.3%. Planning activities to supplement
instruction (m=2.77) and related activities, especially in CTE, as a part of their
evaluation, was not perceived as a strong point in their evaluation. In contrast, from the
effective soft skills growth measure, the measure of work-based learning (m=3.07)
received a higher mean response than planning for work-based learning (m=2.53).
Almost one-third of the teachers who responded to planning had strongly disagree as the
highest response from the respondents. The data suggests the evaluation tool does not
adequately provide support for planning by teachers to improve their teaching.
Evaluation outcome: Enhanced dialogue. Improving teacher performance, as
discussed in the review of the literature, should be a primary tool for improvement a
teacher evaluation system. The grand mean for the outcomes of teacher performance was
3.15.
Communication is an essential part of any operation (Collins, 2001). Feedback is
one part of a communication loop, and actions from feedback can be an activity to close
the loop. The responses from teachers for feedback from the principal to improve
teaching (m=3.47) is near the midpoint, yet approximately 57% of teachers who
responded reported they were at least in slight agreement that the evaluation has helped.
An ongoing dialogue with their principal regarding measurements of student outcomes
(m=3.14) and teaching and learning (m=3.11) was occurring to some extent, however,
had mean responses just above the slightly disagree level. In both responses, over 50% of
the respondents responded they slightly disagreed, moderately disagreed, or strongly
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disagreed. The responses regarding the teacher performance outcomes for
communication suggest the evaluation procedures used by the respondents’ CTE centers
do not adequately address communication. Of the responses to the seven questions, the
largest number of responses to each question was strongly disagree. There were,
however, the number of respondents (n=93) who replied they slightly, moderately or
strongly agree was greater than the number of respondents (n=83) who slightly,
moderately or strongly disagree, suggesting those teachers who are engaged in
communication are using the feedback provided to them. The data suggests the
evaluation system may be influencing overall improvement in their instructional practices
for some teachers.
Student expectations was another question of interest, in that the respondents’
understanding of student expectations (m=2.83), as an outcome of their evaluation, was
below the slightly disagree level. This is in contrast with clear and relevant student
achievement performance goals (GM=3.63) as input in their evaluation being clearly
understood, and thus the data could suggest the evaluation tool does not measure of
students what is expected by their teachers. There could be several reasons for this
difference, including their students’ goals as part of their evaluation being data driven
(m=4.11), the detailing (m=3.44) and definition (m=3.58) of such goals, students’ gains in
technical skills (m=3.43), or other factors.
Evaluation outcome: Better support CTE student outcomes. The end goal for
education is student learning. Since CTE is an integration of academic content with
technical and soft skills, the evaluation system should support such CTE student learning.
Teachers’ responses to the items they were evaluated on suggest they understand the

166

procedures they are evaluated on (GM=4.23). The data also suggest they are receiving
adequate feedback (GM=4.25), but the outcomes (GM=2.80) do not suggest the
evaluation is a tool for teachers to improve CTE student gains in academic content
(m=2.90), technical skills (m=2.83), and soft skills (m=2.60). This data suggests the
evaluation tool does not adequately measure teacher performance for their students’
improvement and growth gains in CTE.
Overall, the teachers’ perceptions were that clear evaluation procedures and input
(GM=4.23) and adequate feedback (GM=4.25) were perceived as somewhat functional as
a process as part of the evaluation system. From the evaluation, how to measure student
gains in CTE content (GM=2.80) and planning (GM=2.64) for the activities for CTE
instruction, teachers were in disagreement with the evaluation as a tool for improvement.
The questions in clear and relevant student achievement performance goals (GM=3.63)
and professional development (GM=3.37), the teachers neither agreed not disagreed this
part of the evaluation was beneficial.
Findings Related to Principal Perceptions
Responses from principals suggest the areas of strength in the evaluation system
include the evaluation procedures and feedback processes. Table 43 lists the mean
responses for the questions asked of principals from highest to lowest means.
Table 43
Mean Rankings of Principal Perceptions Items
Category Question

Mean

SD

EP

My teachers clearly understand the role/reasons of classroom
visits I will make

5.38

1.12

FB

I provided my teachers the opportunity to adequately discuss
the items they are evaluated on

5.20

1.24
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Table 43 – Continued
Category Question

Mean

SD

EP

My teachers clearly understand how they are being evaluated

5.14

1.01

FB

I provided my teachers the opportunity to adequately discuss
the evaluation process

5.10

1.59

EP

My teachers clearly understand exactly what I expect from
them

5.05

1.20

FB

I provided my teachers the opportunity to adequately discuss
how the goals were measured in their evaluation

5.00

1.30

FB

I provided my teachers the opportunity to adequately discuss 5.00
professional development activities available to improve their
teaching practice

1.17

SA

Student achievement performance goals in my teachers’
4.91
evaluation were thoroughly discussed with them at the start of
the school year

1.34

EP

My teachers clearly understand what data they are being
evaluated on

4.76

1.22

FB

I provided my teachers the opportunity to adequately discuss
their career goals

4.75

1.55

FB

I provided my teachers the opportunity to adequately discuss 4.75
professional development activities available to improve their
career content

1.52

FB

I provided my teachers the opportunity to adequately discuss
student’s accountability for their part in the learning process

4.70

1.56

PO

I readily provide teachers feedback to improve teaching

4.70

1.45

PD

I provided my teachers adequate professional development on 4.57
required student growth measures

1.29

PE

I am engaged in more ongoing dialogue with my teachers on
teaching and learning

4.55

1.23

EP

My teachers are allowed to readily recommend input into
evaluation criteria

4.52

1.63

PD

I provided my teachers adequate professional development on 4.52
the changes in the evaluation process

1.40

SA

Student achievement performance goals in my teachers’
evaluation are clearly data driven

4.43

1.20

EP

My teachers are allowed to readily recommend new methods of 4.43
student growth measurement

1.47

PO

I am engaged in more ongoing dialogue with my teachers on
measurements of student outcomes

1.23
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Table 43 – Continued
Category Question

Mean

SD

PD

I provided my teachers adequate professional development on 4.38
any new evaluation criteria

1.53

SA

Student achievement performance goals in my teachers’
evaluation are thoroughly detailed for all goals

4.33

1.24

SA

Student achievement performance goals in my teachers’
evaluation are clearly defined for their career cluster’s 12
segments

4.19

1.69

PL

The new evaluation system provides me information to better 4.16
plan professional development activities to supplement
instruction in areas of need

1.46

PO

My teachers can better diagnose their students learning in
different content

4.10

1.02

PD

I provided my teachers adequate professional development on 4.00
statistical data used in their evaluation

1.38

PL

The new evaluation system provides me information to better 4.00
determine specific teacher professional development needs

1.52

PO

My teachers more clearly know what is expected of their
students

4.00

1.03

ED

My teachers continually doing activities identified in their
evaluation to improve their teaching

3.95

1.43

ED

My teachers are continually doing activities identified in their 3.75
evaluation to increase their career content knowledge

1.20

EM

The new evaluation system readily shows me areas where I
need to improve my CTE knowledge for specific evaluations

3.20

1.54

TP

The new evaluation system readily shows my teachers where
their students’ learning levels are against CTE standards

2.95

1.50

PL

The new evaluation system provides me information to better 2.95
plan opportunities for work-based learning for students

1.82

TP

The new evaluation system readily shows me where I need to 2.80
1.67
improve my evaluation techniques
Note: Not all respondents responded to all items. Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately
Disagree=2, Slightly Disagree=3, Slightly Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.
Teacher category: SA= clear and relevant student achievement performance goals; EP=clear
evaluation procedures and input; FB=adequate feedback; PD=adequate professional
development; EM=understanding the teacher evaluation metrics; TP=outcome-better diagnose
teaching and learning; PL=outcome-planning; ED=Outcome-enhanced dialogue.

Of the top 12 mean responses, 11 are from either the clear evaluation procedures
and input (EP) or the adequate feedback (FB) variables. Responses related to
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performance outcome (PO) and understanding teaching and learning (EA) had the lowest
means, with six of the seven lowest response means in these categories. Only four means
were below the midpoint of the Likert scale. Of the five lowest means, four were directly
related to CTE. This suggests the process for the evaluation may be working, however,
what is measured is not highly related to CTE.
Principals are the primary evaluators of teachers. They are the persons who
implement the evaluation system from a leadership, managerial, and administrative
perspective. Their decisions can determine the careers of their teachers. Therefore it is
important these decisions be based on accurate information. An evaluation process is a
key provider of data to make a decision on a teacher’s career. The principal should
understand well the evaluation system, since mandates from outside sources are a
significant part of the overall process. Based on this data, the significant findings from
the perceptions of these CTE teachers are listed in Table 44, and discussed in the
narrative that follows.
Table 44
Significant Findings of Principal Perceptions
Topic Question Variable

Significant Perception Finding

Inputs
Clear and Relevant Student Achievement
Performance Goals (SA)

Principals moderately perceive the student
achievement performance goals are discussed
with their teachers, and as being detailed and
data driven.
Principals have a low level of agreement the
student achievement performance goals that are
CTE related.

Clear Evaluation Procedures and Input (EP)

Principals perceive management of evaluation
system is well understood by teachers
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Table 44 - Continued
Topic Question Variable

Significant Perception Finding
Principals perceive moderate level of
opportunities for teacher input into evaluation is
provided.

Adequate Feedback (FB)

Principals perceive there are significant
opportunities for teachers to discuss all aspects
of evaluation with principals

Adequate Professional Development (PD)

Principals perceive moderate level of PD is
provided for changes in evaluation process

Outcomes
Better Diagnose Teaching Practice and Student Principals perceive the evaluation has a low
Learning (EA)
level of ability as a tool for principal’s selfimprovement in performing evaluations
Evaluation perceived at a low level in
addressing CTE learning
Planning (PL)

Principals perceive the evaluation moderately
supports teacher development
Principals perceive the evaluation has low level
of support for work-based learning

Teacher Performance (PO)

Principals perceive the evaluation strongly
supports communication
Principals perceive the evaluation moderately
promotes activities identified as needs of
improvement
Principals perceive the evaluation moderately
addresses student expectations

Clear and relevant student achievement performance goals. The grand mean
response for the clear and relevant student achievement performance goals collapsed
variable, as noted in Table 27, was 4.46 on a scale from 1 to 6, suggesting principals
somewhat agree that the evaluation process adequately measures student achievement
performance goals. Goals on student achievement should be a target for teachers to meet.
Of the principals who were respondents, over three-fourths either moderately agreed or
strongly agreed they discussed goals thoroughly (m=4.91). It also appears the principals
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perceive they are adequately discussing student achievement goals including CTE content
(m=4.19) with their teachers.
Clear evaluation procedures and input. Evaluation procedures are an
administrative function, and, as discussed in the review of the literature, should be
defined and understood by both the evaluator and the person being evaluated. The data
from the responses from teachers suggest there is an agreement this is occurring to some
extent. The grand mean for principals’ responses collapsed variable was 4.88, just below
the moderately agree level.
The principals should have confidence that the teachers they are evaluating
understand what they are being evaluated on. The content question on the evaluation
procedures from the principal can be separated into two areas, the management and
administrative part, as well as the teacher input part. The management and administrative
part includes questions on visitation (m=5.38), criteria (m=5.14), and expectations
(m=5.05); the teacher input part includes whether teachers believe they can input criteria
(m=4.52) and measurements (m=4.43) into the evaluation. The three questions on
management and administrative had means over 5.00, or moderately agree, where the
input items were around the 4.50 level, or midway between slightly agree and moderately
agree. This could suggest principals were more in agreement on the structure, and less on
flexibility of the evaluation procedures that would allow teachers to offer input into the
measurements.
Adequate feedback. Feedback is an important part of any evaluation system.
Feedback in an evaluation should be thorough, and include two way discussions on items
in the evaluation. The principals were in moderate agreement with the feedback process
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and the item regarding discussion with their teachers being adequate. The grand mean for
the adequate feedback process collapsed variable (GM=4.93) was near the moderately
agree level. Responses from principals were above the moderately agree that they
provided adequate opportunity to discuss with their teachers the items they were
evaluated on (m=5.20). Similar responses for providing the opportunity for input were for
the evaluation process (m=5.10), goal measurement (m=5.00), and the professional
development (m=5.00).
Adequate professional development. Professional development should be
provided to both improve performance and provide information on processes. The grand
mean for the adequate professional development collapsed variable (GM=4.37) was
above the slightly agree level. With the student growth mandate, respondents who were
principals, two-thirds responded they either moderately agreed or strongly agreed they
provided adequate training on student growth measures (m=4.57), and just under twothirds responded they provided adequate training on changes in the evaluation process
(m=4.52). The respondents on adequate professional development regarding statistical
data usage (m=4.00) had a lower level of agreement which would be used as part of the
evaluation. The data could suggest the principals felt the teachers were trained, but a
question arises on how well the training and professional development provided to the
teachers was effective so that teachers understood the changes in the evaluation process.
Outcome: Better diagnose teaching and learning. Since the student growth
mandate is for all teachers, and as discussed in Chapter 2, CTE teachers have different
curricular content than traditional teachers’ curriculum, the evaluation for CTE teachers
should have some content relating to CTE. The metrics for the evaluation system should
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focus on the CTE content, including technical and skills evaluation techniques for the
principal to evaluate CTE teachers. The grand mean for the outcome: better diagnose
teaching and learning collapsed variable (GM=2.98) was the lowest grand mean of all the
principal respondent collapsed variables, near the slightly disagree level. For
understanding the teacher evaluation metrics, the principals’ responses were near the
slightly disagree level for areas needed for improvement in CTE knowledge for
evaluations (m=3.20), revealing students learning against CTE standards (m=2.95), and
where principals need to improve their own evaluation techniques (m=2.80). These
responses suggest that the principals feel the evaluation system does not identify training
needs with respect to CTE content and the evaluation techniques.
Planning. The outcomes for the teacher planning collapsed variable (GM=3.77)
included investigating needs for teacher professional development in areas of instruction
(m=4.16) and other teacher- specific needs (m=4.00), and in work-based learning
(m=2.95), a primary learning activity in CTE. The participants’ mean response for the
planning of professional development activities was around the slightly agree level,
except for work-based learning, which was near the slightly disagree level.
Teacher Performance. Outcomes of teacher performance from the principals’
perspective has interesting results. The grand mean for the outcomes of teacher
performance collapsed variable was 4.21, or above the slightly agree level.
Communication is a tool for improvement in performance. The principals who responded
had a mean response of just below moderately agreement that they readily provide
adequate feedback to their teachers (m=4.70), and they are engaged in more ongoing
dialogue with their teachers on teaching and learning (m=4.55), and measurement of
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student outcomes (m=4.40). Respondents also slightly agreed the teachers are doing more
activities to improve their teaching practice, such as diagnostics in learning content
(m=4.10), and improvement in teaching techniques (m=3.95), as a result of the evaluation
process.
Overall, the responses from principals indicate they agree the teacher evaluation
system in place at their school is a functional measure of teacher performance. They
indicate, however, the evaluation metrics still need improvement.
Findings Related to Differences in Perceptions
Grand means for seven collapsed variables for teachers, and the comparable seven
collapsed variables for principals, were used to compare differences between teachers’
and principals’ perceptions. A Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for each group of
collapsed variable content questions, with coefficients for teachers’ responses listed in
Table 17, and those for principals’ responses listed in Table 26. Independent sample t
tests were run, and Table 45 lists a comparison of grand means, the t-value, and level of
significance.
Table 45
Comparison of Between Teacher and Principal Perceptions Collapsed Variables
Teacher
Grand
Mean
3.63

Principal
Grand
Mean
4.46

t
2.880

p
0.008*

Clear Evaluation Procedures and Input

4.23

4.88

2.670

0.012*

Adequate Feedback

4.25

4.93

2.319

0.028*

Adequate Professional development

3.37

4.37

3.314

0.002*

Content Question
Clear and Relevant Student Achievement
Performance Goals
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Table 45 - Continued
Teacher
Grand
Mean
2.70

Principal
Grand
Mean
2.98

t
0.780

p
0.433

Outcome: Better teacher planning

2.64

3.77

3.358

0.003*

Outcome: Enhanced discussion
Note: *p<0.05.

3.15

4.21

4.310

0.000*

Content Question
Outcome: Better diagnostics for teaching
improvement and student learning

Table 45, reveals six of the seven collapsed variables had a significant difference,
while Table 28 in Chapter 4 reveals all the individual comparable questions. Of the 34
total sets of comparable questions, 20 had statistically significant differences. In all cases,
the principals perceived items to be more positive than teachers.
The sections that follow will discuss the grand mean differences, as well as
individual survey questions with significant differences.
Clear and relevant student achievement performance goals. There was a
significant difference (Δ=0.83, p=0.008) in grand means between the responses from
teachers (M=3.63) and principals (M=4.46) regarding the questions related to clear and
relevant student achievement performance goals. The data suggests overall principals had
a more positive perspective on items related to the clear and relevant student achievement
performance goals than teachers. Looking at some of the individual items with large
mean differences, one significant difference was in whether student achievement
performance goals were thoroughly discussed (Δ=1.15, p=0.002). The data suggests the
principals almost on average moderately agree the teachers should understand the student
achievement performance goals (m=4.91), whereas the responses from the teacher
respondents was below the slightly agree level (m=3.78), close to the midpoint of the
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scale. Another large difference in means was how thoroughly detailed the goals for
student achievement are (Δ=0.89, p=0.007). The respondents who were principals were
above the slightly agree level (m=4.33), where the respondents who were teachers were a
slightly below the midpoint of the scale (m=3.44). This suggests the teachers are not that
comfortable with their perception of how student achievement performance goals are
being handled in their evaluation.
Clear evaluation procedures and input. Principals are responsible for
evaluating many teachers, yet most teachers have either one or two people evaluating
them. Michigan Public Act 205 directs that evaluators be trained. Principals also, as the
supervisor, evaluator, and creator of the evaluation, should be more comfortable with
their own creation.
There was a significant difference in the grand means of the clear evaluation
procedures and input (Δ=0.65, p=0.012) between the teachers (GM=4.23) and principals
(GM=4.88). The data suggests overall the principals had a more positive perspective on
items related to the evaluation procedures than the teachers with their comparable
responses.
Communication is very important, including allowing input into the evaluation,
and constructive feedback. There was close agreement in responses between teachers
(m=4.39) and principals on allowing input (m=4.52). The response levels by teachers,
however, in the effective student growth measurement content questions (GM=3.24) and
the effective soft skills growth measurements content questions (GM=2.93), two content
areas which would have content for input from teachers, all had mean response levels
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below the midpoint of the scale, suggesting the principals do not effectively include these
inputs.
A significant difference is in the perceptions of teachers clearly understanding
how they are being evaluated (Δ=0.98, p=0.001). Because principals evaluate many
teachers, the data suggests they could have a higher perception level in their
understanding of the evaluation system. The principals are also writing the evaluation, as
well as conducting the evaluation. The principals may also have more training in
evaluation, since this is supposed to be a requirement. Teachers have professional
credentials, and know the content of their class. The mean response from teachers was
near the midpoint of the scale on whether they perceive their principal understands
technical content (m=3.61) and skills (m=3.60) necessary for a fair evaluation for their
individual teachers.
The understanding of expectations by the principal had significant differences
(Δ=0.85, p=0.008). The responses for the principal (m=5.05) were above the moderately
agree level, suggesting the principals clearly believe their teachers understand what is
expected of them. The teachers were less in agreement, with the mean slightly above the
slightly agree (m=4.20) level. Feedback and communication are activities which can
improve these levels.
Perceptions about classroom visits also had a significant difference (Δ=0.84,
p=0.004). Classroom visits, as mentioned in Chapter 2, historically have been the primary
method for an observation for an evaluation. The principals more than moderately agreed
(m=5.38) that the teachers understood the purpose of the classroom visits, however the
teachers’ level was only slightly better than slightly agree (m=4.54). This difference
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again suggests one could believe there is a communication and feedback issue. With
additional requirements, it could also be a difference in expectations as noted above, such
as weight of the visits, noting student growth is a larger factor in an evaluation.
Adequate feedback. Feedback, as discussed in Chapter 2, is a critical part of any
evaluation, and should be a large part of any teacher’s evaluation. The purpose of the
evaluation is to improve the teacher’s performance. Without adequate feedback, the
teacher does not know where they are perceived to need improvement. Adequate
feedback had the highest grand mean of all content questions for principals (GM=4.93)
and for teachers (GM=4.25), suggesting principals have a very high perception of their
feedback, and teachers also have a high perception, but not nearly as high (Δ=0.68,
p=0.028). A significant difference (Δ=0.92, p=0.007) is how goals were measured. The
mean responses for principals (m=5.00) was at the moderate agreement level, however
the teachers (m=4.08) were just above the slightly agree level. This response could be
driven by the responses by the teachers regarding the perception of their principal’s
understanding of technical content (m=3.61) and skills (m=3.60), which had responses
near the midpoint. It also reflects the difference in the clear and relevant student
achievement performance goals, where there was a difference in grand means between
teachers (GM=3.63) and principals (GM=4.46).
Another significant difference (Δ=0.91, p=0.005) was with adequate discussions
between the principals (m=5.20) and the teachers (m=4.29) on the items they are
evaluated on. The data suggests the principals more strongly agree than the teachers on
whether the item the teachers are evaluated on was being adequately discussed.
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With the student growth mandate driving new evaluation systems, the changes in
the process should be understood by all. New processes have a learning curve, and
feedback and training are important for its success (Pattantyus, 2012). There is a
significant difference (Δ=0.81, p=0.038) between the teachers (m=4.29) and the
principals (m=5.10) in the perceived opportunity to discuss any changes in the evaluation
process. The principals’ perception was above moderately agree, and teachers above
slightly agree, suggesting there is some opportunity for feedback. Also, since the grand
mean scores for the clear evaluation procedures and input collapsed variable and the
adequate feedback collapsed variable were very close for both teachers (GMEP=4.23,
GMFB=4.25) and principals (GMEP=4.88, GMFB=4.93), one could suggest the perception
of feedback and the process are tied together.
Another significant difference was feedback on teaching practice (Δ=0.74,
p=0.017). This could suggest there is a difference in effectiveness of communication
between the teachers and principals with their teaching practices. The teachers’ mean
response (m=4.26) was above the slightly agree level, the principals’ response (m=5.00)
was at the moderately agree level.
Adequate professional development. The perceptions of adequate professional
development had difference in means for responses. One of the largest difference in
responses for all questions was in training on required student growth measures (Δ=1.15,
p=0.001). The teachers’ training and growth response means reflects lower perceptions
on adequate training on value-added measurements, having a strong understanding of the
student growth component, and adequate training on statistical data. The teachers’
perception of the principals’ assessment of their portfolio of student growth data from the
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principal knowledge content questions had a mean response near slightly agree (m=3.97).
An interesting response was that teachers more than slightly disagreed (m=3.42) with the
question on allowing input of student growth measures into their evaluation, whereby the
principals’ responses were much higher (m=4.57). The data suggests the teachers’
perception could be a lack of understanding on what the student growth measurement
really is in their evaluation.
Another significant difference (Δ=1.10, p=0.003) is in training in the evaluation
process. As mentioned earlier, principals have responsibility for evaluating multiple
teachers, and would become familiar with the evaluation process. Principals’ means for
respondents was slightly above the midpoint between slightly and moderately agree
(m=4.57), yet the teachers was below the midpoint of the scale (m=3.42). This suggests a
difference in perceptions regarding the training provided. Teachers, historically have not
had comprehensive evaluations, and would have their once or twice a year evaluation.
Since the growth mandate percentages are changing, the teachers should have ample
training so they know what they are evaluated on. Communication and feedback have an
impact on this measure.
Closely aligned with training in the evaluation process is training on the criteria in
the evaluation. There was a significant difference (Δ=1.00, p=0.010) between teachers
(m=3.38) and principals (m=4.38) in perception of training provided. Teachers should
know what they are being evaluated on, and training should be provided so there is an
understanding of these evaluation metrics. The teachers’ perception responses of the
principal understanding the technical content (m=3.61) and skills (m=3.60) was near the
midpoint, and suggests the perception by teachers is there needs to be a better
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understanding in CTE areas by the principal on what they should be evaluating their
teachers on. Training should also include changes due to updates in requirements,
whether the requirements come from outside initiatives, or internal initiatives.
A significant difference was understanding statistical data (Δ=0.76, p=0.025)
between teachers (m=3.24) and principals (m=4.00) used in the teachers’ evaluation. Soft
skills, as discussed in chapter 2, are not easily measureable, can be subjective, and are
difficult to quantify. Even the effective student growth measurements, which had a grand
mean (GM=3.24) slightly below the midpoint, reflects the teachers’ perception that
effective measurement is not occurring. One possibility could be a lack of understanding
of statistical processes in measurement and reporting of measurements taking place. Also,
value-added measurements are based on changes in learning over time. Value-added
measurements are numerical, and statistical analysis on the data is performed for
reporting purposes. Providing adequate professional development, as well as ongoing
dialog and feedback can lead to improvement in teacher performance and student
learning.
Understanding the evaluation metrics. The only comparable questions which
did not have significant differences (p=0.433) dealt with the understanding the evaluation
metrics collapsed variable. For understanding the evaluation metrics collapsed variable,
the grand mean for both teachers (GM=2.70) and principals (GM=2.98) was below the
slightly disagree level. This data could suggest the measurement tools and criteria are not
meeting the performance measurements for CTE content. All teacher mean responses, as
well as all but one principal mean responses, were below the slightly disagree level. The
data suggests the evaluation system does not effectively measure how CTE students are
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learning, nor how CTE teachers are performing. The data suggests a better measurement
tool is needed for the CTE evaluation procedures.
Outcome: Better teacher planning. Miriam-Webster’s Online Dictionary (2015)
defines a plan as a set of actions that has been thought of as a way to do or achieve
something. Planning is a process for organizing activities for a desired goal. There was a
difference in grand means in outcomes for teacher planning between teachers and
principals. The principals’ perception was that the evaluation system helps improve the
planning of professional development activities and needs to improve teacher
performance and student growth. The teachers’ perception was different, in that
perception of planning for activities and needs are not measured effectively by the
evaluation system.
There was a significant difference in the grand means (Δ=1.13, p=0.003) for the
collapsed variable teacher planning between the teachers’ perception, below the slightly
disagree level (GM=2.64), and the principals’ perception, below the slightly agree
(GM=3.77) level. This difference in grand means is the largest difference in content
questions. The largest difference in perceptions between principals (m=4.16) and teachers
(m=2.77) is planning for activities to supplement instructional need (Δ=1.39, p=0.001).
The evaluation identified teachers’ perceptions of shortcomings in the understanding of
evaluation metrics, such as adjustment of time on specific topics (m=2.80), learning
compared to CTE standards (m=2.70), students learning content (m=2.69), and student
learning rates (m=2.53), all mean perceptions were well below the slightly disagree level.
If these needs are not identified, they cannot be planned for. An interesting item is workbased learning, a key part of CTE. The data suggests there are not provisions for either
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planning for work-based learning (m=2.53), nor is it measured well in the evaluation
(m=3.07). The teachers perceived the evaluation system fails to provide effective
information for activities planning, where the principals’ perception is that the evaluation
does.
Outcome: Enhanced dialogue. The intent of any evaluation system should be
positive changes in behavior to improve performance. Planning and activity engagement
to improve teaching and learning should be the outcome of an evaluation. The outcomes
should be the result of teacher planning. Data for planning should include information
from the evaluation. There are significant differences between the principals’ perceptions
and the teachers’ perceptions on enhanced dialogue being an outcomes of the teacher
evaluation. For teachers, the grand mean was just above the slightly disagree level
(GM=3.15), and all responses to questions had mean responses below the midpoint. For
principals, the grand mean was just above slightly agree (GM=4.21).
There was significant differences in perceptions on whether there was
engagement in dialogue between teachers (m=3.14) and principals (m=4.40) on
measurement of student outcomes (Δ=1.26, p=0.000), as well as between principals
(m=4.55) and teachers (m=3.11) on teaching and learning (Δ=1.44, p=0.000), There was
also a significant difference between teachers (m=3.47) and principals (m=4.70) using
feedback for improved performance (Δ=1.23, p=0.002), as well as a significant difference
in a clear understanding of student expectations (Δ=1.17, p=0.000) between teachers
(m=2.83) and principals (m=4.00). These three differences could suggest dialogue from
feedback which investigated teacher development, does not include student development.
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The data suggests the principals believe the evaluation has changed teacher activity to be
helpful in teacher performance, where the teachers’ perception is not in agreement.
Other significant differences were teachers’ (m=3.08) and principals’ (m=3.95)
perception of doing activities which increase improving teaching (Δ=0.87, p=0.019), and
teachers’ (m=3.09) and principals’ (m=3.75) perception of content knowledge (Δ=0.66,
p=0.037). The data suggests the evaluation has not led teachers to activities which
improve their content knowledge or teaching practices, where the principals do believe
the evaluation is leading to improvements.
The data suggests there is a difference in perception of the effectiveness of the
evaluation system to properly support enhanced dialogue for teacher performance
outcomes.
Findings Related to Predicting Teacher Evaluation Outcomes
For each outcome variable, a stepwise multiple regression was performed to
determine which items predict teachers’ perceptions regarding any teacher performance
improvement as a result of their teacher evaluation system. A Cronbach’s alpha for each
group of teacher content questions was calculated, and all were greater than 0.922,
indicating high inter-correlation. Such high inter-correlations allowed each group of
content questions to be combined into a new collapsed variable, and to calculate a grand
mean. These grand means were calculated for each collapsed variable and used in the
stepwise multiple regression.
After the significant collapsed input variables were identified, additional stepwise
multiple regressions were calculated for each collapsed outcome variable as a dependent
variable, and the individual questions from within the collapsed input variable as the
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independent variable to determine which questions were significant predictors within that
collapsed variable for each outcome. As described in Chapter 4, a stepwise multiple
regression is an iterative process which calculates the correlation between each input
variable and its outcome variable, determines which is significant based on the
significance (p=0.05), adds and eliminates the input variables, and recalculates until an
optimal model is obtained. Those which are identified are the significant predictors for
the model. The input content questions which were significant predictors of outcomes are
identified in the subsections that follow.
Outcome – Better diagnose teaching and learning. Data for the better diagnose
teaching and learning outcome collapsed variable focused on whether the new evaluation
system helped teachers better determine any needed teaching practice improvements and
student learning adjustments. A stepwise multiple regression was calculated for this
collapsed outcome variable and revealed the following input collapsed variables were
significant predictors whereby 58.9% (R2=0.589, p=0.000) of the variance in the better
diagnose teaching and learning outcome could be explained by the: a) effective student
growth measurements (R2=0.541, p=0.000), b) effective soft skills growth measurements
(R2=0.465, p=0.000), and c) understanding the teacher evaluation metrics (R2=0.265,
p=0.024). Table 29 in Chapter 4 lists the results of this stepwise multiple regression.
Individually, the collapsed effective student growth measurements variable
(M=3.24) accounts for approximately 54.1% of the variability, the collapsed effective soft
skills growth measurements variable (M=2.93) accounts for approximately 46.5% of the
variability, and the collapsed understanding the teacher evaluation metrics (M=3.33)
account for 26.5% of the variability, yet these results also indicate there is inter-
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correlation between the variables. For example, by adding the effective soft skills growth
measurements variable to the effective student growth measurements, the overall R2
value increases to 0.573, indicating that these two variables account for approximately
57.3% of the variability. Additionally, adding the understanding the teacher evaluation
metrics collapsed variable, the overall R2 value increases to 0.589, accounting for
approximately 58.9% of the variability. Figure 2 provides a description of the increase in
accountable variability using stepwise multiple regression.
Effective student growth measurements
(R2=0.541)
+

Effective soft skills growth measurements
(R2=0.465)
+

Overall R2=0.589,
Predicting 58.9% of the
variance in the better diagnose
teaching and learning outcome

Understanding evaluation metrics
(R2=0.265)

Figure 2. Variability accounted for in predicting the outcome: Better diagnose teaching
and learning variable.
Next, a stepwise multiple regression was calculated to determine which content
questions from within the significant predictor collapsed variables accounted for the most
variance. See Table 31 in Chapter 4.
For the effective student growth measurements input variable, of the nine
individual items within the collapsed variable, three were found to be significant
predictors including the extent to which the evaluation system is perceived to: a)
effectively measure my students’ gains in academic content (t=4.478, p=0.000), b)
effectively measure my students’ gains in technical skills (t=3.584, p=0.000), and c)
effectively measure my students’ gains from school wide goals (t=3.123, p=0.002). These
findings are significant because, as discussed in Chapter 2, students attend CTE centers to
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gain skills in technical areas, yet the teachers’ perception are that the evaluation system
does not effectively measure these skills the students are attempting to gain. Also, as
noted in Chapter 2, school-wide gains were an emphasis of NCLB legislation. The data
suggests teachers believe their evaluation does not effectively use school-wide data as a
component of their performance.
For the effective soft skills growth measurements variable, of the six individual
items within the collapsed variable, two were found to be significant predictors including
the extent to which the evaluation system effectively measures: a) students’ growth in
interpersonal skills (t=3.890, p=0.000), and b) students’ growth in critical thinking skills
(t=2.403, p=0.017). The soft skills are a component of CTE where emphasis is placed. As
noted in Chapter 2, soft skills are what employers are looking for, and that soft skills are
difficult to measure. Interpersonal skills and critical thinking skills are the skills in
particular which are in demand, and the perception of effective soft skills growth
measurement (M=2.93) in the teacher evaluation was below the slightly disagree level.
For the understanding the teacher evaluation metrics input variable, of the four
individual items within the collapsed variable, two were found to be significant predictors
including the extent to which the evaluation system effectively measures whether
teachers have: a) strong understanding of value-added measurements (t=3.272, p=0.001),
and b) strong understanding of core performance indicators (t=2.677, p=0.008) used in
their evaluation. As discussed in Chapter 2, value-added measurements and core
performance indicators are influences on teacher evaluations which are part of previous
student learning. Core performance indicators had a mean response at the midpoint of the
scale, and value-added measurements were below the slightly disagree level, indicating
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these elements do not have a positive perspective from teachers as being understood.
With teachers having little control over these metrics, yet being a part of a teacher’s
evaluation, the perceptions about evaluations containing these metrics leads to this result.
For the outcome variable better diagnose teaching and learning, which also had a grand
mean below the slightly disagree level, the data suggests the teachers’ negative
perceptions about value added measurements and core performance indicators are
predictors of their negative perceptions about the evaluation not resulting in teachers
being better able to diagnose their teaching practice and student learning.
Table 30 in Chapter 4 lists the unstandardized regression coefficients for the
better diagnose teaching and learning outcome collapsed variable. These coefficients can
be used to create a model for predicting the outcome for better diagnose teaching and
learning. This equation is 0.145 + 0.365(effective student growth measurement) +
0.289(effective soft skills growth measurements) + 0.146(understanding the teacher
evaluation metrics). These coefficients are positive, indicating a positive effect, or they
add to the outcome of better diagnose teaching and learning. For example, one level
increase in the effective student growth measurement input, holding all other metrics
constant, a rise of 0.365 could be predicted in the better diagnose teaching and learning
outcome. A one level increase in effective soft skills growth measurements input, holding
all other metrics constant, the better diagnose teaching and learning outcome could be
predicted to rise 0.289. A one level increase in understanding the teacher evaluation
metrics input, the better diagnose teaching and learning outcome level could be predicted
to rise 0.146.
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Overall, the teachers’ perception that the teacher evaluation system leads to an
outcome of better diagnosis of teacher and learning was below the slightly disagree
(M=2.70) level. Table 46 lists the means for teacher responses for the significant
predictors.
Table 46
Significant Predictors for Outcome: Better Diagnose Teaching and Learning
Significant predictor
Understanding student growth measures
Measures students’ gains in academic content
measures students’ gains in technical skills
measures students’ gains from school wide goals

R2
0.541

Mean
3.24
3.35
3.43
2.97

Effective soft skills growth measure
measures students’ growth in interpersonal skills
Measures students’ growth in critical thinking skills

0.465

2.93
2.87
2.99

Understanding evaluation metrics
0.265
3.33
understanding of value-added measurements
2.95
understanding of core performance indicators
3.50
Note: For means - Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly
Disagree=3, Slightly Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.

The three significant collapsed variable predictors all had grand means below the
midpoint of the scale. Of the seven significant predictors from the three significant
collapsed variables, the highest response had a mean at the midpoint of the scale, and
four were below the slightly disagree level. Teachers believe that their evaluation
systems do not result in them better diagnosing teaching and learning. With three
significant predictor collapsed variables near the slightly disagree level, and 58,9% of the
variability accounted for by these three, the input data reveals that the teachers’
perception that the evaluation system does not help CTE teachers diagnose better
teaching and learning. From the regression model, the largest input is from teachers’
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understanding of student growth measures; this should be an emphasis to begin
improvement. As noted in Chapter 2, one objective for a teacher evaluation is to generate
teacher improvement and student learning (Brandt et al., 2007; Danielson & McGreal,
2000; Tucker & Stronge, 2005). These responses suggest the evaluation system at their
CTE centers are not meeting this objective.
Outcome: Better teacher planning. Data from the better teacher planning
outcome collapsed variable focused on whether the new evaluation system helped
teachers better determine activities for their teaching practice. A stepwise multiple
regression was calculated for this collapsed variable and revealed the following input
collapsed variables were significant predictors, whereby 49.8% (R2=0.498, p=0.000) of
the variance in the better teacher planning outcome variable could be explained by the: a)
effective soft skills growth measurements (R2=0.426, p=0.000), b) effective student
growth measurements (R2=0.426, p=0.000), and c) understanding the teacher evaluation
metrics (R2=0.265, p=0.000). These results are displayed in Table 33 in Chapter 4.
Individually, the collapsed effective soft skills growth measurements variable
(M=2.93) account for approximately 42.6% of the variability, the collapsed effective
student growth measurements (M=3.24) also accounts for approximately 42.6% of the
variability, and the collapsed understanding the teacher evaluation metrics variable
(M=3.33) account for 26.5% of the variability, yet these results also indicate there is
inter-correlation between the variables. For example, by adding the effective student
growth measurements collapsed variable to the effective soft skills growth measurements
collapsed variable, the R2 value increases to 0.474, indicating that these two variables
account for approximately 47.4% of the variability. Additionally, adding the
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understanding the teacher evaluation metrics collapsed variable, the R2 value increases to
0.498, indicating that these three variables account for approximately 49.8% of the
variability. Figure 3 provides a description of the increase in accountable variability using
stepwise regression.
Overall R2=0.498,

Effective student growth measurements
2

(R =0.426)
+

Effective soft skills growth measurements
(R2=0.426)
+

Predicting 49.8% of the
variance in the better diagnose
teaching and learning outcome

Understanding evaluation metrics
(R2=0.265)

Figure 3. Variability accounted for in predicting the outcome: Better teacher planning
variable
Next, a stepwise multiple regression was calculated to determine which content
questions from within the significant predictor collapsed variables accounted for the most
variance (see Table 34 in Chapter 4).
For the effective student growth measurements outcome variable, of the nine
individual items within the collapsed variable, three responses were found to be
significant predictors of teacher planning: a) the student growth component effectively
uses data from school wide gains (t=3.099, p=0.002), b) the student growth component
effectively measures student gains in technical skills learned (t=3.010, p=0.003), and c)
the student growth component effectively measures student certification/licensure
attainment (t=2.624, p=0.010), with a mean just above the slightly disagree level
(m=3.06). Results demonstrate 42.6% of the perceived value for better teacher planning
outcome variable can be accounted for by these three input items.
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These measures identify where student growth is, allowing planning to address
where students are in achieving these measures. The item of licensure or certification is
an interesting measure, since in CTE a licensure or certification is often an outcome
students want to obtain. The measure of how many students obtain licenses or
certifications, and where the strengths and weaknesses exist, are identifiers which
teachers can use for planning, yet teachers do not believe their evaluation system
effectively measures this.
For the effective soft skills growth measurements outcome variable, of the six
individual items within the collapsed variable, the one response that was found to be a
significant predictor to the extent to which the evaluation system is perceived to be
effectively measuring better teacher planning was effectively measures my students’
growth in interpersonal skills (t=11.063, p=0.000). Interpersonal skills are a significant
component of CTE as part of employability skills, yet the teachers do not believe their
evaluation system effectively measures this.
For the understanding the teacher evaluation metrics outcome variable, of the four
individual items within the collapsed variable, two responses were found to be significant
predictors of teacher planning: a) strong understanding of value-added measurement
(t=3.430, p=0.001), and b) strong understanding of core performance indicators (t=2.307,
p=0.022). Concerns about these measures were described in the previous subsections and
hold true for here as well.
Table 32 in Chapter 4 lists the unstandardized regression coefficients for the
collapsed better teacher planning variable. These coefficients can be used to create a
model for predicting the outcome for better teacher planning. This equation is 0.219 +
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0.240(effective student growth measurements) + 0.346(effective soft skills growth
measurements) + 0.193(understanding the teacher evaluation metrics). These coefficients
are positive, indicating a positive effect, or they add to the outcome of better teacher
planning. For example, one level increase in effective student growth measurements
input, holding all other metrics constant, a rise of 0.219 could be predicted in the better
teacher planning outcome. A one level increase in effective soft skills growth
measurements input, holding all other metrics constant, the better teacher planning
outcome could be predicted to rise 0.346. A one level increase in understanding the
teacher evaluation metrics input, the better teacher planning outcome level could be
predicted to rise 0.193.
Overall, the collapsed outcome: better teacher planning collapsed variable grand
mean (M=2.64) was well below the slightly disagree level, and was the lowest grand
mean of all 12 teacher collapsed variables. Table 47 lists the means for teacher responses
for the significant predictors.
The three significant predictor input collapsed variables all had means around the
slightly disagree level, and these three significant predictors accounted for 49.8% of the
perceived value of the outcome: better teacher planning. From these variables, the
predictor with the highest response had a mean at the midpoint of the scale, and three
were below the slightly disagree level. The significant predictors were all related to
measurements, and the teachers’ perceptions are their evaluation systems do not
effectively measure these significant predictors, yet they are evaluated on these
components; this helps predict the belief that the evaluation system does not help better
plan. The regression model suggests that for the largest gains in improvement, the
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significant predictor which should be addressed is the more effective measurement of soft
skills, particularly interpersonal skills.
Table 47
Significant Predictors for Outcome: Better Teacher Planning
Significant predictor
Effective soft skills growth measure
measures students’ growth in interpersonal skills

R2
0.426

Mean
2.93
2.87

Effective student growth measures
measures students’ gains in technical skills
measures students’ gains from school wide goals
measures student certification/licensure attainment

0.426

3.24
3.43
2.97
3.06

Understanding evaluation metrics
0.265
3.33
understanding of value-added measurements
2.95
understanding of core performance indicators
3.50
Note: For means - Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly
Disagree=3, Slightly Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.

As discussed in Chapter 2, the evaluation should measure the teachers’
performance (Kondrasuk, 2011), and plan for expectations (Marzano, 2013), which for
CTE teachers includes technical skills gains, school wide gains, licenses and
certifications, and other components. Current teacher evaluations are not perceived as
providing favorable information to CTE teachers in these significant components, and the
results for better teacher planning suggest improving the evaluation in these metrics could
begin to improve the perceptions of the evaluation system as a tool for better teaching
planning.
Outcome: Enhanced dialogue. Data from the collapsed outcome: enhanced
dialogue outcome variable focused on whether the new evaluation system helped teachers
increase dialogue with their principal and colleagues regarding teaching activities. The
results for these questions are detailed in Table 15 in Chapter 4. A stepwise multiple
regression was calculated for the collapsed enhanced dialogue outcome variable. The
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stepwise regression for the collapsed enhanced dialogue outcome variable indicates the
following input collapsed variables were significant predictors where 56.1% (R2=0.561,
p=0.000) of the variance in the enhanced dialogue outcome could be explained by the a)
the understanding the teacher evaluation metrics measure (R2=0.378, p=0.000), b)
principal knowledge and role (R2=0.354, p=0.000), and c) the effective soft skills growth
measurements (R2=0.348, p=0.000). These results are listed in Table 35 in Chapter 4.
Individually, the collapsed understanding the teacher evaluation metrics (M=3.33)
variable accounts for approximately 37.8% of the variability, the collapsed principal
knowledge and role (M=4.03) variable accounts for 35.4% of the variability, and the
collapsed effective soft skills growth measurements (M=2.93) variable accounts for
approximately 34.8% of the variability, yet these results also indicate there is intercorrelation between the variables. For example, by adding the principal knowledge
collapsed variable to the understanding the teacher evaluation metrics collapsed variable,
the overall R2 value increases to 0.546, indicating that these two collapsed variables
account for approximately 54.6% of the variability. Additionally, adding the effective
soft skills growth measurements collapsed variable, the overall R2 value increases to
0.561, accounting for approximately 56.1% of the variability. The flow chart in Figure 4
provides a description of the increase in accountable variability using stepwise
regression.
Next, a stepwise multiple regression was calculated to determine which content
questions from within the significant predictor collapsed variables accounted for the most
variance (see Table 37 in Chapter 4).
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Understanding evaluation metrics

Overall R2=0.561,

2

(R =0.378)
+

Predicting 56.1% of the
variance in the enhanced
dialogue outcomes

Principal knowledge and role
(R2=0.354)
+

Effective soft skills growth measurements
(R2=0.348)

Figure 4. Variability accounted for in predicting the outcome: Enhanced dialogue
variable.
For the understanding the teacher evaluation metrics input variable, of the four
individual items within the collapsed variable, two were found to be significant predictors
including the extent to which the evaluation system effectively measures whether
teachers have: a) a strong understanding value-added measurements (t=4.795, p=0.000),
and b) a strong understanding student growth component (t=2.396, p=0.018). Teachers
felt they had strong understanding of their student growth component, however, they
slightly disagreed with a strong understanding of value-added measurements
For the principal knowledge and role input variable, of the five individual items
within the collapsed variable, two were found to be significant predictors including the
extent to which the evaluation system is perceived to be effectively measuring whether
their principal: a) appropriately assesses my portfolio of student growth data (t=4.024,
p=0.000), and b) clearly understands the technical skills of my profession to fairly
evaluate me (t=3.013, p=0.001). Both means were between the midpoint of the scale and
slightly agree level.
For the effective soft skills growth measurements variable, of the six individual
items within the collapsed variable, only one was found to be a significant predictor: the
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extent to which the evaluation system effectively measures students’ growth in
interpersonal skills (t=9.409, p=0.000).
Table 35 in Chapter 4 lists the unstandardized regression coefficients for the
collapsed enhanced dialogue outcome variable. These coefficients can be used to create a
model for predicting the outcome for enhanced dialogue. This equation is -0.145 +
0.295(Soft Skills) + 0.228(Principal Knowledge) + 0.241(Evaluation Metrics). With the
exception of the constant being negative, these coefficients are positive, indicating a
positive effect, or add to the outcome of enhanced dialogue. For example, a one level
increase in effective soft skills growth measurements, holding all other metrics constant,
the enhanced dialogue outcome could be predicted to rise 0.295. A one level increase in
principal knowledge input, holding all other metrics constant, the enhanced dialogue
outcome could be predicted to rise 0.228. A one level increase in understanding the
teacher evaluation metrics input, the enhanced dialogue outcome level could be predicted
to rise 0.241.
As discussed in Chapter 2, many responses are based on a teacher’s performance,
the measure of such performance is their evaluation, and the principal performs the
evaluation. The principal should therefore have an understanding of the profession,
including the multiple measures of student growth data for CTE.
Overall, of the three significant input collapsed variables which were predictors of
the enhanced dialogue collapsed variable, which had the highest grand mean (M=3.15) of
all outcome collapsed variables, the principal knowledge and role (M=4.03) collapsed
variable had the only grand mean above the midpoint of the scale, just above the slightly
agree of the scale. The understanding evaluation metrics (M=3.33) collapsed variables
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was below the midpoint of the scale, and the effective soft skills growth measure
(M=2.93) was below the slightly disagree level. Table 48 lists the means for teacher
responses for the significant predictors.
Table 48
Significant Predictors for Outcome: Enhanced Dialogue
Significant predictor
Understanding evaluation metrics
strong understanding value-added measurements
strong understanding student growth component

R2
0.378

Mean
3.33
2.95
3.67

Principal knowledge and role
assesses my portfolio of student growth data

0.354

4.03
3.97

understands the technical skills of my profession

3.60

Effective soft skills growth measure
0.348
2.93
measures students’ growth in interpersonal skills
2.87
Note: For means - Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly
Disagree=3, Slightly Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.

This suggests that a key predictor of whether teachers perceive that enhanced
dialogue with their principal and their colleagues is an outcome of their evaluation, is
how the CTE content in student growth is understood and measured. Interpersonal skills
are the skills in particular which are in demand by employers, and how these are
measured within their evaluation is an item of concern for the teachers. The regression
model suggests that for the largest perceived gains in whether teachers believe that their
evaluation system results in enhanced dialogue with their principal and their colleagues,
the significant predictor which should be addressed is the effective measurement of soft
skills, particularly interpersonal skills.
Two-way dialogue is essential for constructive feedback (Danielson & McGreal,
2000). The perception by the teachers is that enhanced dialogue between teachers and
principals is still not occurring as a result of their evaluation system. The data suggests a
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way to improve this dialogue would be for enhancing discussion on understanding what
is measured, including interpersonal and technical skills. From the regression model, each
of these, if increased by 1 level, would increase the overall metric for enhanced dialogue
by approximately one-quarter level in outcome.
Outcome: Better support CTE student outcomes. Data for the collapsed better
support CTE student outcomes variable focused on whether the new evaluation system
helped CTE teachers better determine how their students were performing in their CTE
content. A stepwise multiple regression was calculated for this collapsed outcome
variable using all eight input collapsed variables, and revealed the following input
collapsed variables were significant predictors, whereby 53.6% (R2=0.536, p=0.000) of
the variance in the better support CTE student outcomes outcome variable could be
explained by: a) effective soft skills growth measurements (R2=0.411, p=0.000), b) clear
and relevant student achievement performance goals (R2=0.356, p=0.000), and c)
principal knowledge and role (R2=0.259, p=0.000). Table 38 in Chapter 4 lists the results
of this stepwise multiple regression.
Individually, the effective soft skills growth measurements variable (M=2.93) can
account for approximately 41.1% of the variability in predicting the perception of the
student improvement, the clear and relevant student achievement performance goals
variable (M=3.63) collapsed variable accounts for approximately 37.6% of the variability,
and the principal knowledge and role variable (M=4.03) account for 25.9% of the
variability, yet these results also indicate there is inter-correlation between the variables.
For example, by adding the effective soft skills growth measurements collapsed variable
to the effective student growth measurements collapsed variable, the R2 value increases
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to 0.519, indicating that these two variables account for approximately 51.9% of the
variability. Additionally, adding the evaluation metrics collapsed variable, the R2 value
increases to 0.563, indicating that these two variables account for approximately 56.3%
of the variability. Figure 5 provides a description of the increase in accountable
variability using stepwise regression.
Effective soft skills growth measurements
2

(R =0.411)
+

Relevant student achievement performance
goals
(R2=0.376)
+

Principal knowledge and role

Overall R2=0.56,
Predicting 56.3% of the
variance in the better
support CTE student
outcomes

(R2=0.259)

Figure 5. Variability accounted for in predicting the outcome: Better support CTE
student outcomes variable
Next, a stepwise multiple regression was calculated to determine which content
questions from within the significant predictor collapsed variables accounted for the most
variance (See Table 40 in Chapter 4).
For the effective soft skills growth measurements variable, of the six individual
items within the collapsed variable, one item was found to be a significant predictor
which is the extent to which the evaluation system effectively measures students’ growth
in interpersonal skills (t=10.768, p=0.000).
A second predictor of CTE student improvement, were perceptions regarding
clear and relevant student achievement performance goals had significant responses. Of
the nine individual items within the collapsed clear and relevant student achievement
performance goals variable, two were found to be significant predictors: a) student
achievement performance goals were accurately measured based on established standards
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(t=4.048, p=0.000), and that the student achievement performance goals were thoroughly
detailed for all goals (t=2.980, p=0.003). The regression demonstrated that 37.6% of the
perceived value can be accounted for by these two predictor. As discussed in Chapter 2,
student growth should be measured against goals; SMART goals are one method for
establishing goals. These two measures, identified as predictors from regression analysis,
are components of SMART goals.
A third predictor of CTE student improvement was principal knowledge and role.
From the multiple regression analysis, of the five items within this variable, two were
determined to be significant predictors: a) my principal clearly understands the technical
skills of my profession to fairly evaluate me (t=3.273, p=0.001), and b) my principal
appropriately assesses my portfolio of student growth data (t=2.583, p=0.011).
Table 38 in Chapter 4 lists the unstandardized regression coefficients for the
collapsed better support CTE student outcomes outcome variable. These coefficients can
be used to create a model for predicting the outcome for better support CTE student
outcomes. This equation is -0.356 + 0.290(effective soft skills growth measurements) +
0.449(clear and effective student achievement performance goals) + 0.172(principal
knowledge and role). With the exception of the constant being negative, these
coefficients are positive, indicating a positive effect, or they add to the outcome of better
support CTE student outcomes. For example, a one level increase in clear and effective
student achievement performance goals, holding all other metrics constant, the better
support CTE student outcomes outcome could be predicted to rise 0.290. A one level
increase in student achievement input, the better support CTE student outcomes outcome
level could be predicted to rise 0.449. A one level increase in principal knowledge and
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role input, holding all other metrics constant, the better support CTE student outcomes
outcome could be predicted to rise 0.172.
Table 49 lists the means for teacher responses for the significant predictors.
Table 49
Significant Predictors for Outcome: Better Support CTE Outcomes (R2=0.541)
Significant predictor
Effective soft skills growth measure
measures students’ growth in interpersonal skills

R2
0.411

Mean
2.93
2.87

Clear and relevant student achievement performance goals
accurately measured based on established standards
thoroughly detailed for all goals

0.376

3.63
3.28
3.44

0.259
4.03
Principal knowledge and role
3.97
assesses my portfolio of student growth data
3.60
understands the technical skills of my profession
Note: For means - Likert scale: Strongly Disagree=1, Moderately Disagree=2, Slightly
Disagree=3, Slightly Agree=4, Moderately Agree=5, Strongly Agree=6.

The regression results had an interesting outcome. The grand mean of the
outcome for better support CTE outcomes (M=2.80) was below any of the significant
predictors from the significant collapsed input variables. The regression model suggests
that for the largest gains in perceived improvements from the evaluation system, the
significant predictor which should be addressed is providing clear and relevant student
achievement performance goals, and would account for almost 38% of the perceived
value in the model. The significant predictors identified in this regression suggest that for
the evaluation to be perceived to be best support CTE student outcomes, is soft skills
measurement, and goals measured in detail on CTE standards and principal
understanding of CTE content. The principal provides the evaluation, thus both teacher
and principal should have a thorough understanding of the entire evaluation system.
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Ultimately, as discussed in Chapter 2, the end result of any teacher evaluation
system should be CTE student improvement. From this regression, the teachers’
perception of gains in student improvement from the evaluation can be predicted from
their perceptions on whether the student achievement performance goals and soft skills
growth are effectively measured, and whether these are understood by their principal for
proper evaluation.
In an evaluation, teachers expect their principal to understand what they
evaluating the teacher on. Teachers in CTE have traditional academic content as well as
technical skills as part of their curriculum, and goals should be established to identify and
measure these contents. The data suggests a neutral response in the perception that their
goals were detailed and accurately measured, except for interpersonal skills, which were
perceived to be measured unfavorably. For student improvement, teachers perceive they
should be evaluated on these CTE skills. If the principal does not understand the CTE
skills, both academic and technical, teachers could be evaluated on content not related to
their profession, and not on what students need for growth in their profession.
Overall outcome prediction. Overall, the perception from the CTE teachers was
that their evaluation systems do not adequately provide information to improve their
teaching and student learning. From the survey, of the 19 questions related to outcomes
from the four topic questions, only one mean response was above the midpoint, and only
one was at the midpoint. Ten of the nineteen were below the slightly disagree level. From
the multiple regression analysis to find significant predictors for the four outcome areas
in the survey, effective soft skills growth measurements was an input predictor for all
four outcomes, and accounts for significant variance in each. Interpersonal skills, a
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component of soft skills, was a significant predictor input variable for three of the four
outcomes. Understanding the teacher evaluation metrics was a significant variable input
predictor for three of the four outcomes. Student achievement goals, principal knowledge
and understanding the teacher evaluation metrics were all significant input predictor
variables for two outcomes. Outcomes of the evaluation system was teachers’
perceptions that the evaluation system does not effectively evaluate their performance
because it does not measure key components of the CTE curriculum.
From the open-ended question from teachers regarding benefits of the teacher
evaluation system, of the respondents (n=130), 51.5% (n=67) responded they perceived
no benefit from their evaluation system. The student growth mandate was supposed to
input accountability into the evaluation system leads to improved student outcomes, yet
only 47% (n=61) of respondents noted at least one positive comment.
As discussed in Chapter 2, student improvement is enhanced by good teaching.
The data suggests that current evaluation processes within their CTE centers are not
perceived by teachers to be adequately measuring teacher performance and outcomes,
whereby what to measure and how to measure these CTE components are not perceived
to be effectively measured.
Most Significant Findings
The findings in my study are based on the responses of 201 teachers, assistant
principals, and principals in CTE centers in a Midwestern state. Respondents represented
14 of the 16 career clusters in this state’s CTE portfolio of career clusters. The mean
number of years teaching for teachers was 13.41, and as an administrator for principals
and assistant principals was 4.95. Of the respondents, 83.4% of the teachers were
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vocationally certified and 16.6% were annually authorized. 81.0% of the principals were
school administrator certified.
As mentioned in Chapter 2, there is little known research involving CTE, and
much of the research on teacher evaluation offers little on the aspects of including student
growth components into such teacher evaluations. My study adds new findings related to
the perceptions of CTE teachers and principals regarding teacher evaluation system in
their CTE centers.
The significant findings from the summaries of major results are listed in Table
50. The research associated with these findings as described in the literature review are
noted with the findings.
Table 50
Significant Findings from the Study Compared to Previous Research
Findings (Martel, 2015)

Previous Research

Teacher Perceptions
1) Procedures for conducting teacher
evaluation for CTE teachers are
generally well understood.

No previous research related to CTE found, so this is a
new finding. It supports discussion by Schuler (1981)
and Stronge (2006) that the evaluation procedures
should be well understood by both the evaluator and
the person evaluated.

2) CTE teachers have some belief that There is little known research in this area specific to
their student achievement performance CTE, thus this research adds to the literature.
goals in their teacher evaluation are
adequately data driven, related to CTE,
measured, and discussed.
3) Evaluation metrics in CTE teachers’ There is little known research in this area specific to
evaluations are perceived to not be
CTE, thus this research adds to the literature.
adequately related, adequately defined
and accurately measured to CTE. Soft
skill, a key component of CTE, were
not adequately measured in CTE
teachers’ evaluations, yet soft skills
are what employers are looking for in
employees (Wang & King, 2008).
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Table 50 - Continued
Findings (Martel, 2015)

Previous Research

4) The evaluation system is not
perceived by CTE teachers as an
effective tool for improving
communication among CTE teachers.

There is little known research in this area specific to
CTE, thus this research adds to the literature.

5) Professional development provided
to CTE teachers on their evaluation
system is perceived to be inadequate.

There is little known research in this area specific to
CTE, thus this research adds to the literature.
This research adds to the literature by providing data in
reference to meeting the RTTT requirement for
professional development to help teachers and
principals improve student learning (U.S. Department
of Education, 2010).

Principal Perceptions
6) CTE principals perceive that CTE
goals are understood by principals and
teachers, and are discussed with
teachers.

There is little known research in this area specific to
CTE, thus this research adds to the literature.
This research supports the literature that for an
effective evaluation process goals must be understood
(Nolan & Hoover, 2004; Schmoker, 1999).

7) CTE principals perceive the
evaluation process is understood and
works well, allows input and provides
a feedback process.

This research supports the literature in that it affirms
that the evaluation procedures for a successful
evaluation process must be well understood by
evaluators (Schuler, 1981; Stronge, 2006).
The research also supports research that a quality
evaluation system will measure, and provide feedback
to benefit the employee and the supervisor (Schmoker,
1999).

8) CTE principals perceive they
provide significant professional
development activities for teacher
improvement.

There is little known research in this area specific to
CTE, thus this research adds to the literature.

9) CTE principals perceive the
There is little known research in this area specific to
evaluation metrics in the teacher
CTE, thus this research adds to the literature.
evaluation do not provide an adequate
measure of their students’ performance
with respect to CTE standards.
10) CTE principals perceive the
evaluation system does not address
CTE learning and contents well.

There is little known research in this area specific to
CTE, thus this research adds to the literature.
RTTT and Michigan Public Act 205 of 2009 require
student growth measures for student learning as part of
the teacher’s evaluation.

Comparisons between Teacher Responses and Principal Responses
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Table 50 – Continued
Findings (Martel, 2015)

Previous Research

11) The perceptions of both teachers
and principals is that the evaluation
system for CTE teachers is not an
effective tool for improvement, and
does not provide them information to
improve their teaching performance.

There is little known research in this area specific to
CTE, thus this research adds to the literature.

12) The perceptions of understanding
student expectations differ
significantly between CTE teachers
and CTE principals.

There is little known research in this area specific to
CTE, thus this research adds to the literature.

13) CTE principals have a much
higher perception of the current
teacher evaluation system than CTE
teachers do.

There is little known research in this area specific to
CTE, thus this research adds to the literature.
This supports Kondrusak’s (2011) research suggesting
differences in perceptions of performance appraisal
“can throw the entire performance appraisal off” (p.
62).

This research supports previous research that current
evaluation systems are not well suited for teaching
improvement (Danielson & McGreal, 2000; DarlingHammond et al., 2012; Sartain et al., 2010).
The primary objective of an effective teacher
evaluation, as discussed by Kondrasuk (2011), should
be to improve a teacher’s ability to enhance student
learning. This research adds to the literature that the
CTE teacher evaluation systems used in CTE centers
as perceived by the principals is not a tool for student
improvement.

Predicting Outcomes
14) Effective measurement of soft
skills growth, a key component of
CTE, are significant predictors of CTE
teacher perception of their evaluation
system.

There is little known research in this area, and adds to
the literature on teacher evaluations.

15) How well CTE teachers
understand their evaluation metrics,
that is, what the teachers are measured
on, is perceived to be a key predictor
in predicting their views on the
effectiveness of their teacher
evaluation system.

There is little known research for CTE in this area.
The research adds to the literature by providing
information the evaluation criteria which is perceived
to impact the teacher’s performance.

In CTE, soft skills measures can include student workbased learning experiences, and meeting levels of
technical and interpersonal skills required for a given
profession (Steele, Hamilton, & Stecher, 2010; Wang
& King, 2008).
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Delimitations and Limitations
The delimitations of this study include this study being generalized to CTE
teachers and principals at CTE centers in Michigan. Therefore, conclusions and
suggestions are delimited to this CTE sample population.
A key limitation is the size of the population of principals. There are 37 CTE
centers, with several having more than one evaluator; just over one-third of known
members of this population responded, and my small number of respondents may not
represent the true picture of the population of CTE principals.
Another limitation is the distribution of data from the responses was not a normal
distribution. Means were calculated for discussion purposes, and data distribution for
each question was discussed by individual question.
Recommendations for Improving the Evaluation Process for CTE Teachers
An evaluation should be a journey, not a destination. The focus of inclusion of
accountability by legislation and outside factors, as previously discussed, has been
primarily toward traditional schools and not CTE centers. CTE is an application of
professional and technical skills with traditional academic content. CTE content and CTE
centers are different from traditional content and traditional schools in that CTE centers
are career focused, teaching technical, academic, and employability skills.
Several points in the review of the literature suggest an agreement by all parties
involved with the processes and procedures for an equitable evaluation is essential. This
study suggests there is a disagreement between the principals and teachers regarding their
perceptions of their evaluation systems for CTE teachers. A new evaluation system
should be created tailored specifically for CTE teachers in CTE centers, and focus on
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these products and processes. Several recommendations from the significant findings
from the research are addressed in this recommendation.
This study describes how there is a difference in perceptions regarding the effectiveness
of the evaluation process, the content in the evaluation, and the understanding of the
metrics as it relates to CTE, as a tool to adequately measure the teachers’ performance.
Based on the findings of this research, principals and teachers should be in continual
discussion to ensure the evaluation metrics are be adequately defined, discussed, and
measured. Soft skills are difficult to measure, principals and teachers should have a
common understanding detailing definition and measurement. Measurements of the
inputs and outputs should be tailored toward CTE, yet from this study, the measurement
of CTE content taught and learned is not perceived to be part of components of these
CTE teacher evaluation systems. Both principals and teachers in this study suggest the
measurements of CTE content do not provide a valid evaluation of teachers’ performance
in this area.
Districts should have a process where CTE teachers and principals create an
individual personal operation plan. The plan would be comprehensive, rigorous,
transparent, yet personal, based on their CTE work content, keeping student growth as the
main outcome. A one size fits all does not work. Each teacher in a CTE center teaches
something different, has different needs and skills, and should be evaluated accordingly.
Regarding inputs, each evaluation would follow the specific career cluster, and
goals should follow the SMART goals analogy and be specific to CTE content in
alignment with their 12 segments in their career cluster. Based on the research, principals
and teachers should mutually develop goals for improving instruction. Goals should
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establish student expectations, with a measurement tool. As mentioned in the literature
review, the measurement component of SMART goals is receiving significant attention.
All 12 segments, including a gap analysis review, for each class should be reviewed, and
referenced in the evaluation.
The teaching and measurement of soft skills, typically not part of traditional
education, including student attainment of licenses and/or certifications, work-based
learning experiences, interpersonal skills, and measurements of technical content and
skills, should be discussed and integrated in significant detail into the evaluation of the
CTE teachers. School wide initiatives, including community activities, Career Technical
Student Organization (CTSO) participation, mentoring, and other group staff functions,
and volunteer activities which support school visibility should also be included as an
evaluation input, noted as school-wide initiatives, and weighted accordingly. Progress
toward goals should be continual, and be a significant part of the feedback and
discussion.
Based on the research, measurements of student growth should be specific and
detailed for each teacher. Measurements of student growth should be specific and
detailed for each teacher. Measurements and outcomes would be aligned with
professional standards, and include multiple measures, each weighted and specific to
content, and include the measurement process and statistical analysis associated with the
assessment. Frequency and types of measurements, including value-added and authentic
assessments, should be in detail, understood, agreed on, and documented by both the
teacher and the principal. Value added assessments, as mentioned in the review of the
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literature, are part of the RTTT legislation, yet from my study, these are not well
understood by the teachers.
The evaluation should be flexible, allowing updates and changes as needed. A
truly effective evaluation would not be from year to year, but open-ended. “You set your
objectives for the year, you record them in concrete. You can change your plans through
the year, but you never change what you measure yourself against” (Collins, 2001, p.
122). Dialogue between the teacher and principal is important to improve the
measurement part of the evaluation. One positive point, the responses from my survey
indicate teachers (M=4.09) and principals (M=4.43) most generally agree the teachers can
provide input into the evaluation.
Significant time should be dedicated to continually develop the CTE school staff.
Professional development should be geared toward improvement in CTE teaching
practices to increase CTE student learning, as well as professional practice. Training in
statistical applications should be provided to both teacher and principal. Soft skills
measurement, including work-based learning and licensing and certifications, should be
part of a metric. Recognition and rewards for achievement and accomplishments should
be an integral part of the process.
This description of an improved CTE teacher evaluation process addresses some
of the perceived shortcomings of the evaluation process by teachers. The overall process
for conducting the evaluation would be similar to current practice, with additional
detailed reviews and feedback, since there was similar perceptions between teachers and
principals that current evaluation processes may be working.
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As discussed in Chapter 2, most principals have too little training and too many
responsibilities to provide a proper evaluation to teachers (Brandt et al., 2007; Piro et al.,
2011; Shakman et al., 2012). Also discussed in Chapter 2, principals often maintain a
collegial relationship with teachers, and this relationship can lead to less than optimal
relationship for performing evaluations. A professional relationship with mutual respect,
yet maintaining some collegiality, should be developed by principals with their teachers.
CTE centers should have more focus on developing their CTE teaching staff, as research
has shown that good teachers produce good students, and better teachers produce better
students. A principal should be the instructional leader.
As mentioned in Chapter 2, these recommendations meet the Education Alliance
of Michigan’s (2011) objectives of goals, needs, and resources for an evaluation of a
teacher. The New Teacher Project (2011) has the assumption that student learning is a
measure of teacher performance; valid techniques must be used to assess student
learning. The research from this study suggests that the perceptions of these components
within the current evaluation systems for CTE teachers are not perceived to adequately
exist.
Future Studies
There are many future studies which this study could be used as a springboard.
Legislation and inputs from outside sources are continuing to change the face of the
teacher accountability for student learning. As the student growth mandate becomes a
larger part of teachers’ evaluations, follow-up studies could be performed to see if there
is a change in perception, improvements to the evaluation system, and better
understanding of the evaluation system.
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A similar study on traditional school teachers and their perception could be
performed. A study on traditional school teachers would provide data to determine if the
evaluation system has similar problems with traditional academics. This could determine
if the evaluation is a systems problem, or content problem, or any other problem.
A more in-depth research project for each content question related to the CTE
teachers’ 12 segments could be performed. This could determine what parts of each
content area are really understood, and measured effectively, which are in need of
improvement, such as soft skills, and how to determine specific metrics for each area.
Studies could be performed which investigate the amount of time and effort are
put into an evaluation by both principals and teachers. Parameters, such as the 12
segments, professional development time, and feedback and dialogue could be
investigated.
Studies centered on geographic areas could be performed. Perceptions of teachers
and principals in areas of relatively high unemployment such as southeast Michigan or
upper Michigan could be compared with areas of relatively low unemployment, such as
west Michigan. Different demographics are have different factors forming perceptions of
the process by the teachers and principals. Studies could be done from CTE teachers in
traditional schools where traditional school principals are the primary evaluator.
Conclusions
This study is significant because it provides information to stakeholders in CTE
centers regarding perceptions of their teacher evaluations by those directly involved with
the evaluation process. This study was designed to collect data on CTE teachers’ and
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CTE principals’ perceptions of specific components of their teacher evaluation system,
and includes targeted statistical analysis on the data gathered.
As discussed in Chapter 2, both teachers and principals should have a common
vision of an evaluation system. This research suggests this is not yet occurring in these
CTE centers. New processes take time to mature, and evaluations which include a student
growth component are new. As discussed in the review of the literature, continual
training in procedures should be an ongoing practice, yet there was a significant
difference between teachers and principals regarding the existence of clear and relevant
student achievement performance goals, feedback to improve teaching, planning,
dialogue, and CTE student expectations. On a positive note, feedback, and teachers being
able to provide input into their evaluation, both had similar positive agreement from both
teachers and principals.
The data from the multiple regression analysis suggest the teachers believe the
items identified as most significant in their teaching are the items related to CTE student
learning and growth, but the evaluation system does not adequately measure these
factors. CTE content, such as soft skills and technical content, and academic content,
were not perceived to be adequately measured in the teachers’ evaluation.
This study adds to the research by providing information on CTE teacher and
CTE principal perceptions of the components of the evaluation process. As mentioned in
the review of the literature, teachers expect a fair evaluation of their performance.
Although there is significant information on teacher evaluation systems, process, and
content, there has been little information on perceptions from CTE teachers on their
evaluation systems.
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Overall, the findings are that the perceptions of both teachers and principals at
CTE centers in Michigan are that the current teacher evaluation systems do not
effectively measure the unique aspects of CTE teaching and learning.
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From:

Michael.A.Martel@wmich.edu

To:

CTE Principals and Teachers

Subject:

“What are perceptions of student growth in teacher evaluation in your

evaluation” survey
I am writing to ask for your participation in a confidential survey that I am conducting as
a part of my dissertation project. I am asking Michigan CTE principals and teachers to
share their perceptions about the inclusion of the “student growth” component in teacher
evaluations in Michigan CTE centers.
This is a short survey, which will take you only about 5 to 8 minutes to complete. Please
click on this link or copy and paste the link into your browser to complete the survey.
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/FKKMDXZ .
Your responses to this survey are very important and will help increase the understanding
of both perceptions of quality by both CTE center leaders and faculty and perceptions of
the student growth component in teacher evaluations within CTE centers in the State of
Michigan.
Your participation is voluntary, and all your responses will be kept confidential. No
personally identifiable information will be associated with your responses in the reports
of this data.
I very much appreciate your time, and I thank you for your participation in this important
study.
Michael A. Martel, Ph.D. Candidate
Educational Leadership/Career & Technical Education
Western Michigan University
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Dear CTE Teachers and Principals,
Last week you received an email from a Western Michigan University doctoral student,
Michael Martel, with a message asking for your thoughts on how well teacher evaluation
processes which include student growth mandates and other criteria is perceived. If you
have completed the survey, I would like to thank you for your participation in the survey.
If you have not had a chance to complete the short survey yet, please do so by clicking on
the link below. This survey should take no more than 5-8 minutes to complete.
Click this link to begin:
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/FKKMDXZ
Thank you for providing us with feedback which will help us better understand the
perceptions of the evaluation processes.
Sincerely,
Richard Zinser, Ed.D.
Western Michigan University
Department of Career and Technical Education
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TEACHERS’ AND PRINCIPALS’ OPINIONS NEEDED!!
IMPORTANT SURVEY ON TEACHER EVALUATION!!
PLEASE TAKE THIS BRIEF 5-8 MINUTE SURVEY. THE RESEARCH
COLLECTED WILL HELP INTERESTED PARTIES UNDERSTAND THE
PERCEPTIONS OF THE TEACHER EVALUATION PROCESS
.
YOUR PERSPECTIVE MATTERS! PLEASE LEND YOUR VOICE TO THIS
ISSUE. ONLY 5 to 8 MINUTES! YOUR CONTRIBUTIONS ARE GREATLY
APPRECIATED!

Simply CLICK ON or PASTE this URL in your search area
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/FKKMDXZ
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Appendix F
Open Ended Responses
Teachers
The following are the responses to the open ended question: What has been the greatest
benefit of the new evaluation system to help you as a CTE Teacher?

1.
2.
3.

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

Benefits Comment Teacher
Being able to share what I do in my classroom with my Administrator
Classroom effectiveness feedback
There is none. It is better in theory than in practice. Almost entirely used
punitively against teachers. In practice, it adds nothing to either teaching or
learning.
Flexibility
None
Communicating goals with my Director
None. Completely unfair to evaluate me based on how others perform. Student
growth is ridiculous.
None
No benefit
Allows for a formal channel of communication
I can't think of one
There is no benefit. It is a lot of paperwork but does not really effect
teaching/learning.
The greatest benefit is in having the principal observe what I do.
Better Organized with Testing Data
None, too time consuming.
None, students disengaged with so many tests
Nothing
None
??
None
Have not implemented it yet
the tech center has better defined expectations and training than my traditional
school
Except for the local testing I have put together myself, it hasn't.
None, it is worthless
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25.
26.

27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.

It has no benefit. It is a complete and total stressor.
It does not focus on CTE. It focuses on ACT concepts, which the students
already get at their local schools. We should support these efforts but not
repeat them. We should focus on technical skills, soft skills and CTE
standards. We do not have a pre and posttest for CTE. The only benefit of the
new evaluation system is to measure safety and classroom management goals.
The data taken for academics is not good data, since the tests focus on
academic ACT requirements.
None - too many bugs
None
None
None
Unsure exactly what the ""new system"" is
Not sure yet
Clear and detailed input from my principal, specific goals to work toward
None
No idea, it's not implemented here
Administrative feedback and teaching technique continuing education
None
don't really see the CTE evaluation being used
None
some feedback from observation
None
To use data analysis to guide my teaching
The self-evaluation was important as it provided a time of reflection
Data to inform students' learning
None
There is no benefits, just a lot more paper work
None! Components are irrelevant to the industry and/or post-secondary
standards
Nothing
Self-awareness
Not sure how different it was from before, so I guess it was a smooth transition.
1st week prior to students we are notified of what we will be evaluated on. It is
a building goal.
Bringing up subjects/topics that otherwise would not be discussed
Setting goals
More concise
Improve on my teaching skills
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56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.

63.
64.

65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.

76.
77.
78.
79.

Helping students increase their keytrain scores.
There are more defined areas of evaluation.
Student skills increase
Can't think of any
Not sure I feel there are any
It has helped my students to pass the ASE student test. THATS IT!
I taught in CTE for 5 years, then acquired my secondary cert. in Biology. I
came back to CTE this year and was totally blindsided by this whole process.
I felt unfairly so.
Gives me areas to focus on for improvement
The new evaluation system is the only one I know. I like that it is thorough on
multiple different levels and explains the number representations for grading. I
don't specifically know what is considered unacceptable or where I should be in
my progress, but luckily I haven't had any disparaging remarks.
Immediate feedback
To better identify the needs of my students
Clear expectations for my evaluation.
Do not know yet
Demonstrate I have made good choices in providing opportunities and
experiences for my students.
A way for the isd/district/state to punish the teacher instead of work to improve
overall
Not sure at this time
No benefit
Nothing
Knowing exactly what admin is looking for.
Not sure, I feel that I already have done most of the items this is just a new way
that takes up extra time to document in a way that must be followed so I need
to transfer everything to the new system; not all of our evaluating
administrators are doing an equal job so the staff is split on what is really
required and done which is not good - it needs to be done consistently; it is
good in the fact that it forces you to use the LGS with students regularly, which
is something that was not a habit with me prior to this
Great principal
Not sure
The stipend for being highly effective
I don't believe that the new evaluation system is helping me be a better teacher,
I think it is taking my time away from students. Most of our instructors are
frustrated with the evaluation system, because they want to do a good job, but
really aren't given much information of the expectations or how we can present
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80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.

92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.
99.
100.
101.
102.
103.
104.
105.
106.
107.

evidence for student growth.
The rubric
Dialogue with principal
None
None
None
n/a
Conversations on teaching and learning
Some baseline standards
No benefit...cumbersome, duplicitous....we tract student achievement data, re
mediate as we go along. This just takes time from our core mission.
Of course collecting the data
The new evaluation system shows an abnormally high student growth
percentage, which shows how specialized my program area's skills really are.
None-b/c we are testing students too much; the high school testing and CTE
testing fall in the same calendar time so students have shut down, so where is it
a valid evaluation; we have killed the learning process; students are not excited
to learn
Just another meaningless hoop that wastes my time and my administrator's
time.
None
Allows me to see results immediately
Allows staff to reflect to make changes and updates to curriculum
Understanding standards
Gives opportunity to communicate with principal/administration on an annual
basis
I have become good at evaluating myself and spending 8 -10 hours creating a
method of evaluating myself.
It helps hold me accountable for student growth and achievement.
It does not help. Shouldn't it be ""have been""?
Nothing
Grading everyone fairly
Yearly evaluation
Not sure
See student growth in specific terms
The greatest benefit is that I at least get some feedback on my performance.
Good Question, see teachers bringing so much evidence to their evaluations.
The evidence still doesn't tell whether they are a good teacher or bad. Just
shows who can create a bunch of organized data.
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108.
109.
110.
111.
112.
113.
114.
115.
116.
117.
118.
119.
120.
121.

122.
123.
124.
125.
126.
127.
128.
129.
130.

Not sure
Things are always changing, trying to stay current
I don’t see any
Not much, just one more thing for teachers to do!
Use of data, allows for better instructional development.
Morale low
None
None
Improve teaching in areas of need based on state assessment test results and
student data
None
None
Clearly stated goals in print
Utilizing data to improve curriculum design, strategies/delivery
It focus on the individual meeting requirements instead of the instructor having
quality time to educate their students in the specific area. Everyone seems to be
worried if they don't hit the bench marks they will be a ""bad"" teacher. it does
not regulate to each specific CTE program and correlate correctly with the State
of Michigan requirements with licensure or certificate
none
I don't like the new evaluation system because I don't feel it is being used
properly to provide necessary information.
It has helped me organize my delivery of the segments
Data collection
Talking to peers
I see none,
I know nothing about the new evaluation system in this survey
Developing relevant pre and post-test that can be used to determine growth
Not sure

The following are responses from the open ended question: What components/parts of the
evaluation system do you believe require the most improvement to better help you as a
CTE Teacher?

1.

Needs Comment Teacher
I am sorry that I didn't fill in any of the questions. I became depresses because
those questions didn't feel relevant. I get no guidance or evaluation. Having said
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2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

19.
20.
21.
22.

that, though, I love teaching my students.
The pre and post test system does not accurately reflect what a student can learn
in a CTE program
The content being judged should be in the content area taught
Curriculum delivery effectiveness
Data needs to be simplified, readily accessible and consistent between teachers,
buildings, districts, etc.
Data driven decisions
We need to be evaluated on practice, not data. Test results do not sufficiently
reflect the improvements our students show each year.
Authentic Assessment
Evaluate me based in things within my control - student test scores are within
students' control.
I believe it is too cumbersome and needs to be streamlined. Also it does not
take into account the fact that some kids just don't care about school. For their
progress to be tied to how good of a teacher I am is ridiculous.
All of them
Nothing at this time
We don't really use it as it is intended.
None.
Improved evaluation of soft skills.
Clearer Directions & Outcomes/How it Should Look
Student evaluations, some students just do not care which affects my
evaluation.
Many of my students make large gains that cannot be accurately measured on a
multiple choice exam. This is especially true of special needs students. Focus
less on data for the sake of data and ask teachers what they need to improve
learning outcomes. Most will say less focus on testing and more on igniting a
passion for learning - exactly the opposite of what standardized testing does. I
have had many students thank me for teaching them. I have helped prevent
suicides and kept kids from dropping out of school. While students often thank
me, I have never heard a student thank ANY teacher for helping them score on
a standardized test. That is not what teaching is about. Take the money spent
by districts chasing standardized testing and spend it on attracting and keeping
good teachers, taking kids on field trips, and having additional support staff in
schools.
Technical skills
Less emphasis on academic performance.
Ratings differ based on assessments used. With pre/post testing students do put
much effort in them & it effects my evaluation.
Make it relevant to the world
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23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.

29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.

42.
43.
44.
45.

No comment
I don't agree with pairing student test scores with teacher evaluation ratings
The lack of support. It has been made to feel like a threat to my career.
None, it is worthless
Get rid of it!! Let evaluations be more simplistic and written in terms that
actually make sense.
Data should be collected on technical skills, soft skills, and CTE specific cluster
area content when measuring student growth. The goals for professional
development should be cluster related. The repetitive testing our students are
being mandated to do is overwhelming for them. They are not taking it
seriously and they hate it. We are spending too much time testing and not
getting enough time to design curriculum and make needed changes in
assessments. I spent at least 30 hours testing students this year in my classroom
for pre and post testing mandates. That does not include the six days they
missed in order to take the ACT and MStep tests at their local schools. This
was a loss of nearly 4 weeks of CTE content.
All of them
Admin who is knowledgeable about CTE and the technical area they are
evaluating in.
None
Academic standards
Understanding the data
Not sure yet
Improve evaluation of technical skills learned by students
?
Letting teacher know what is expected of them and their students
More feedback and opportunities for professional development. My principal
frowns on getting subs to attend conferences.
Our school uses the Marzano system and I find the web-based component not
very user friendly.
None
CTE teachers should have their own evaluation process. State testing does not
apply to vocational training. Data is based on state testing that applies to core
academic subjects (Reading, Math & Science). We don't even have the students
till junior/senior year. We can't impact these results so why are we evaluated
on them.
Not base CTE teacher evaluations on regular ed scores
Knowing what is expected of teachers and students
Eliminate Math ELA for my evaluation
Most teachers, including myself feel the evaluation rubric is poorly written but
has had some improvement
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46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.

57.
58.
59.
60.

61.

62.
63.
64.
65.

66.

Clearer and an earlier understanding of the student outcome piece. As a new
teacher I did not know that I needed this until half way through the school year.
It should be focused on holding students accountable for the instructions given
them not me
All
Screen students, most students are placed in CTE so they can get out of their
home school classes
All components should match ACF (American Culinary Federation) or
ProStart (National Restaurant Association) standards.
Allow teachers to remove students who will not work to their potential,
therefore reducing the chance for the teacher to show growth.
Soft skills should weigh more, it’s what employers want
Less evaluations. Too much of a teacher's time is ate up by doing everything
but teaching.
PD for teaching improvement.
The diversity of the classroom
Removal of the student growth component. If not removal, then more PD for
teacher improvement in instruction & delivery and less expectation of
administrative duties. Teachers are overwhelmed and expected to produce a
high quality product. Teachers need more time doing their actual profession of
teaching and perfecting it rather than spending time with non-teaching duties.
Meeting my goals
Frequency
Understanding of all the data and how it is reported
25% of our evaluation comes from student growth, which we use keytrain as
part of that measure. It takes so much time away from our CTE standards it is
very hard to get everything in that needs to be taught. Math and English also
has requirements that must be fulfilled to receive credit.
Teachers are being held accountable for things beyond their control- such as
student attendance- if they are not in class they cannot learn the content. If they
get to my class with severe reading difficulties, etc.
Not sure
Clarification of why we are using mme etc. when we are an elective
None
The system takes up my time every year for no reason. I am paid and like to
teach kids, not do more stupid paperwork for people that don't understand what
I do.
I was so concerned about the amount of knowledge that is available. I had to
keep coming down the information into bite size chunks. At time I felt too
overwhelmed.
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67.

68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.

78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.

I would like to see where in my years’ experience I should be at compared to
the general population and/or compared to other teachers at the school. I would
like to know if there are any statistical learning requirements for my students. I
feel I'm doing well, but would like to see how I measure up.
Uploading of data sets
Better knowledge of this system
None that I can think of.
Do not know yet
Proof that the time involved in creating the student growth documentation is
beneficial to my students in the long-term.
Administration needs to use as a building tool rather than punishment
More Teacher Choice for evaluation areas
Holistic evaluations.
The language is a bit confusing. example the student to student ""talk criteria
It is hard for me to find appropriate growth measures in some of the specific
academic areas - it is not useful to give a pretest in chemistry to use to compare
to the end test because no one has had chemistry and so of course they will do
poorly on the pre-test, for example
Have input and not the ISD deciding because they are not actual working with
students but the higher ups tend to make rules for others to follow.
Pre and post test
Leave good teachers alone and let admin focus on those that need/want help
Clarification to our administration, so they can better communicate the
expectations for their staff.
Switch it to plc model. We have a great principal. The job is too complex for
him to evaluate me and understand what is happening in my classroom.
Data used for student growth should be different
Too much to list
Keep Lansing out of the evaluation system and let each district decide
None
n/a
Needs fewer items
Applicability of standards against the low student / teacher ratio
Observations.....otherwise it is as above, (#18)
Data
Academic growth, it's relevance to my classroom and how to appropriately
evaluate its growth
Evaluation needs to be specific to CTE and the academic teachers; some areas
don't fit your teaching position; this is not taking into account
The entire evaluation system should be reduced to 10 or fewer categories, not
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95.
96
97.
98.
99.
100.
101.

102.
103.
104.
105.
106.

107.
108.

109.
110.
111.
112.
113.
114.
115.
116.
117.
118.

including student growth because this variable depends upon factors completely
beyond the control of an instructor for most students.
Opportunity to adjust student growth goals based on the students background
coming into the course.
The evaluation system is not the same at all schools
Increasing curriculum to match standards
Student Growth (soft skills & technical skills)
Too much time needed to prove our worth as an instructor.
For a traditional teacher who is new to CTE, the 3 different observations during
the year for the first year, seem excessive.
Any first year statistics student can see that the claimed outcomes are not based
on any valid measurements. If Math teachers are not evaluated on how well
their students have improved their automotive sills then why am I evaluated on
how well my students have done in the math classes?
No idea
Student growth
Better definition of student growth
Not sure
Not rely so much on student growth. A bad group can affect your evaluation.
Clear data on what is to be evaluated. Also administrators should be tied to
their staff's evaluation outcomes.
Less demanding of time
DATA - The data is not accurate! Some students take assessments weeks
before others and then scores are compared. I do not believe that students
should solely be evaluated on standardized tests. There is so much more to
teaching and learning. We test our students so much that some of them just
push buttons to get the test over. Teachers should not be evaluated solely on
student testing.
Time to analyze the data. Collect all this data with no time to analyze.
Too much emphasis on the written test score.
Not sure
Spell out the expectations, give examples
Start over
Have an administrator that does it correctly.
How to present student growth data.
Doesn't work
None
Not really sure - still trying to figure out how to use the data to my benefit process feels more like a chore at the last minute instead of a tool to improve
my teaching and student learning and achievement
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119.
120.
121.
122.
123.
124.
125.

126.

127.
128.
129.

130.
131.

Simplify the process to make it more relevant
Remove evaluator bias and personal feelings from the process
Verbal component with boss afterwards.
There is not a ""one size fits all"" method - needs to change based on program,
class demographics, etc.
A CTE program through a public school should allow the instructor to use the
professional development days for their CTE area and not just one for all.
Most
Those that are responsible to evaluate, must have a visible presence in my
classroom in order to provide valuable / honest feedback. How can I be
evaluated if an administrator never steps foot in my classroom?
The pretest and posttest are not really geared toward the hands on learner. Some
of the students who take CTE courses are not good test takers. They have
trouble with the concept of taking tests as a whole.
Professional development
A bunch of it. Should not be based on test scores
The administrator needs to spend more time evaluating and giving regular
feedback. Not just 40 of time spent per year in my class, and one final
evaluation at the end of the year. Nothing during the year is ever discussed.
N/A
Finding/evaluating all the ways student growth is occurring
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Principals
The following are the responses for the open ended question for principals: What has
been the greatest benefit of the new evaluation system to help you as a CTE Principal?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Benefits Comment Principal
Not anything specific, possibly discussions about achievement
A more well-rounded rubric helps take the arbitrary decisions out.
Implementing SLO with each teacher.
Structure
Greater involvement in their own program classroom curriculums
Makes sure I get into the classrooms

The following are the responses for the open ended question for principals: What
components/parts of the evaluation system do you believe require the most improvement
to better help you as a CTE Principal?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.

Needs Comment Teacher
Determining student growth in CTE, not academics
Professional staff who are not teaching - standard evaluation doesn't fit, hard to
establish a growth model.
Relevant and pertinent professional development.
More time for professional dialog
Student growth metrics decreasing the desire to allow students to learn from
work-based learning mentors who may not be teaching to the exact standards that
are required of program curriculum tests. Mentors teach to the performance and
position standards that they deem valuable as an individual organization.
Needs to be specific to CTE teaching
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